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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction

Perhaps more than any other issue,
education has dominated political debate in Texas for
most of this decade. Much of this debate has
concerned quality and equality in public education.
The question of what constitutes equal educational
opportunity has been a prominent public policy issue
for the past several decades. Defining equal
educational opportunity has been a major stumbling
block for the proponents of education reform, as
there are competing concepts of what constitutes an
equal opportunity. On the positive side, there are
issues of equality and equity. These are proactive
issues, concerned with providing greater
opportunities for children. On the negative side,
there are issues of non-discrimination. These are
reactive measures, providing only that children not
be treated differently. Although the two approaches
may seem synonomous, they are in fact quite
different.

On the positive side, one must ask what an

equal education or equality of educational




opportunity consists of? Does it mean equal outcome

or achievement? Equal access to educational
resources? Or does it mean equal expenditures. or
equalized purchasing power per student?

Different students have different
educational needs, talents, and learning capacities.
Therefore, it is incorrect to assume either that all
students should be treated in exactly the same way,
or that all will achieve equal results. If an equal
educational opportunity cannot be defined in terms of
equal treatment or equal results, then how can it be
defined? Perhaps an equal educational opportunity
involves equal access to an education. At first this
appears to be a more tractable notion than those
mentioned above. However, it is complicated by the
definition of access. How access is defined, and
what is accessed, directly affects what equality of
opportunity means.

There are several ways of defining access
to ediucational opportunity. It can be defined as
relative equity in the availability of educational
resources.1 This relative equity can aprply either to

groups or to individuals. The most severe form of

inequality comes when a child, or a group of




children, is denied access to any educational
resources, and therefore has nc opportunity.

The Supreme Court addressed this issue of
relative equity for a group or class in Plyler v.
Qgg.z The issue at hand involved children of illegal
aliens who were denied a free public education by the
state of Texas. Texas argued that, because of their
illegal status, these children were not entitled to a
free education. The Supreme Court disagreed, and
found the complete derial of access to an education
unconstitutional under the Equal Protection Clause of
the Fourteenth Amendment. The justices reached this
conclusion on the basis that a complete denial of
educational opportunity “"imposes a lifetime hardship
on a discrete class of children not accountable for
their disabling status.“3

The Court has not, however, gone so far as
to say that a child be provided with individualized
services; it requires only that there is relative
equity in the resources that are provided. This also
means that if a child has special needs, speaks a
foreign language, or has a handicap, that he be
provided the necessary special services to enable him

to have meaningful access to an education. In these




instances, the concept of relative equity applies to
individuals, as it did in the case of Amy Rowley.

The question before the Court in Board of
4

Education v. Rowley also involved relative equity of
educational opportunity. 1In this instance, the
concern was not for a group, but for an individual.
The Rowleys requested that the school provide a sign
language interpreter for their deaf daughter, Amy,
despite the fact that Amy was achieving well without
this assistance. The school district denied the
Rowley’s request, and in this case the Court found in
favor of the district. The Court’s decision looked
to the spirit of the law, the Education For All
Handicapped Childrern Act of 1975. It found that
requiring the state to provide every handicapped
child with the services necessary to meximige his
potential would be unworkable, and far beyogd the
concept of relative equity embodied in the law.

A second type of equa’ opportunity is
equity in terms of dollars spent. Despite the
tendency to do so, there is a danger in equating
dollars spent with edi.cational quality. Not only are

expenditures not always an accurate indicator of the




level O>f educational quality, but how and for what
those dollars are spent can be as important as the
amount of the outlay itself.

For the most part, questions involving
equal educational opportunity and wealth have focused
on the unequal distribytians of taxable resources,
and the subsequent argument that a child’s education
should not be a function of the tax base of the area
in which he lives. This notion, that access to a
"quality” education should not be a function of local
property wealth, has become a central issue in
cuestions pertaining to school finance.

These questions involve both affirmative
and negative concepts ofvequity. The positive, or
affirmative notion grants that if dollars are a
measure of the quality of an education, then equal
educatioral opportunity entitles all children to
equal educational expenditures. However, if the
equity test requires only that the quality of a
child’s education is not to te a function of local
wealth, then the test is' one of non-discrimination,
and unequal expenditures ds not necessarily

constitute inequalities in education.




During the 1960s these concerns for quality
and equality in education becs ne increasingly
important political issues. Improving the quality of
pPublic education for poor children was Zcentral to
President Johnson’s War on Poverty and his concept of
a Great Society. By the early 1970s questions
involving equality of educational opportunity were
making their appearance in the Judicial arena. In
Texas, as in other pacts of the country, issues
-avolving access and quality in public education
moved to the forefront of public debate.

This on-going discussion culminated in the
summer of 1984, with a special session of the Texas
legislature, and the passage of House Bill 72. This
pPiece of legislation had two major objectives: to
move the state tcwards more equalized educational
inputs, and to improve the low quality outputs of the
state’s educetional system. The move towards
improved outputs began in 1981 with House Bill 246
which was directed at improving the public school
curriculum.5 In 1984 House Bill 72 went even further

in an effort to link increased equity and better

educational achievement. These two pieces of




legislation affec.ed nearly every aspect of public
education in Texas.

In dealing with both the quality and
equality issues, the Texas legislature sought to
provide students with better education through
smaller classes. A provision of House Bill 72 placed
a cap on the size of kindergarten through fourth
grade classes. Often referred to as the "twenty-two
to one” requirement, the maximum class size law
stipulates that beginning with the 1985--1986 school
year for kindergarten, first and sec id grades, and
with the 1988-1989 school year for third and fourth

grades, no class shall be larger than twenty-two
6

students.

As a result of this requirement, some
school districts have experienced shortages of
teachers, and many more have encountered a lack of
available facilities. The legislature, anticipating
that some districts would have trouble initially
meeting this requirement, included a waiver provision
in the law. This provision allows districts to

maintain their accreditation despite the fact that

they have elementary classes with mcre than twenty-




two students provided that: (1) the district can show
that it is working to cor: .ct the problem by hiring

additional teachers or acquiring additional classroom
space; and (2) the problem will be corrected within
three years of the initial application for a waiver.

During the first year this requirement was
in effect, nearly one-fourth (256 out of 1,063) of
all school districts were granted a weiver for 22:1
due to a lack of facilities. This report is
concerned with the problems and facilities shortages
facing many school districts as a result of the
maximum class size requirement.

As a consequence, the cost of providing
school facilities to meet the requirements of new
legislation has been a subject of interest and study
for a variety of organizations. The Accountable
Costs Advisory Committee and the Texas Education
Agency addrcssed school facilities in their report
issued in the fall of 1986.7 At the same time, the
Public Utilities Commission conducted a survey of
school districts in an effort to ascertain how many
districts were undertaking consgruction projects in

response to recent legislation. A study of the

adequacy of school facilities and the cost of school

14




facilities needs was also conducted and recently
released by the Center for Policy Studies at East
Texas State University.9

Much of the impetus for these studies comes
from the fact that providing for the construction of
school facilities has always been a local
responsibility in Texas, and it remains so today.
Although the state has imposed new requirements on
local districts which affect school facilities, no
provision has been made for the allocation of state
funds to local districts. Currently, districts are
spending $4C million per year to build new school
facilities.lo If additional facilities are needed to
meet the requirements of 22:1, the amount will surely
increase.

The problems of equal educational
opportunity are usually discussed in terms of current
expenditures, but with the maximum class size
requirement, House Bill 72 has raised the question of
future expenditures for capital outlay. In
considering the issues related to the maximum class
size requirement, this report will examine: briefly

the effects of reduced class size on student

achievement, and concentrate on the the increased

r:
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capitel costs and financing alternatives associated
with the new requirement.

it would appear that the legislature did
not fully consider the cost impact, in terms of

facilities, when it chose to 1imit elementary classes

to twenty-two students. Many of the distriocts

affected by the new requirement are small districts,

needing only one or two classrooms. For these

districts, the cost of acquiring new facilities to

meet these requirements may te enormous, especially

when measured against other possible uses of funds.

For many districts, including these small ones, the

tax supporied debt service costs required to

construct additional classrooms may be so great that

local bond issues for this purpose will be rejected

by voters who are faced with ever-increasing local

property taxes.

The current law takes no account of the

problems that many districts will face in meeting the

new class size requirements. Furthermore, it

provides no flexibility in designing educationally

sound options to meet the requirements for smaller

classes in the early grades. Some measure of
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flexibility in the delivery of services to students
might be considered if districts are to bear the
entire cost of implementation. If the state insists
on a maximum class size of twenty-two in the early
grades, then some provision must be made to assist
those districts struggling with facilities needs.
The purpose ;f this study is to examine
the costs of meeting those needs and to evaluate the
options available both to the state and to local
school districts. Chapter Two provides a recent
history of school financing in Texas. It outlines
the major changes which have occurred since the
Gilmer-Aiken bills of the late 1940s through the
reforms of House Bill 72 in 1984. Chapter Three
looks more closely at the effects of the provisions
of the bill dealing with maximum class size. This
chapter also examines some of the arguments advanced
in the educational literature concerning the effects
of reduced class size on student achievement.
Chapter Four examines how school facilities are
currently financed in Texas, and discusses the
financial effects of reductions in class size for

local school districts. Chapters Five and Six

outline school facilities financing in other states,
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and present options for Texas in dealing with the

school facilities problems Frecipitated by the maximum

class size requirement of House Bill 72.
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CHAPTER TWO

Reoent History of Texas School Finance

Article 7, section 1 of the Texas
Constitution of 1876 states "A general diffusion of
knowledge being essential to the preservation of the
liberties and rights of the people, it shall be the
duty of the Legislature of the State to establish
and make suitable provision for the support and
maintenance of an efficient system of free public
schools.” The system that the state provided for in
its early history left the maintenance and
administration of public education largely to local
school districts. Although some funds were provided
by the state from the revenue derived from public
lands, most of the support for public education came
from local property taxes.

There has been significant interest in the
finance of public education for most of the twentieth
century. In 1905, Ellwood Cubberley asserted that
states should provide aid to local school districts,
and this aid should be distributed on the basis of

1
both effort and need. From this basic assertion

that states should provid financial aid to local
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school districts so that children will be provided
with educational opportunities, a variety of
approaches to state aid and equalization in school
finance have arisen.

Funding for education in Texas comes from
both state and local sources. Local funding is
derived from taxes on district property wealth.
Funds provided by the state are from biennial
legislative appropriations and the Permanent and
Available School Funds. The Permanent School Fund
constitutes a "perpetual endowmenf for the free
public schools of Texas."2 The fund consists of land
and properties appropriated for the public schools,
and the proceeds from the sale of land or property,
as well as all investments and mineral rights
associated with those properties. The Available
School Fund consists of all interest, dividends and
rents collected on Permanent School Fund investments
and land. While the Permanent School Fund remains
intact, the Available School Fund is apportioned
annually to all school districts on the basis of
enrollment. Even if a district receives no other
state aid, it is entitled to receive an Available

3
School Fund payment for each student enrolled.

Do
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In the first half of the twentieth century,
_ funding for education was far more dependent on local
funds than on state monies. The amount of money
spent for education was almost entirely a function qf
district wealth. As a result, enormous discrepancies
existed between the levels of education being

provided across the state.

Gilmer-Aiken Minimum Foundation Program

The movement toward equalization began in
Texas in the middle 1940s. 1In 1947 the 50th Texas
Legislature created the Gilmer-Aiken committee to
examine the current system of public education and
make recommedatons to the €overnor. The existence of
this committee led to the passage in 1949 of the
Gilmer-Aiken Bills. Collectively, Senate Bills 115,
116 and 1174 provided for a reorganization of the
state education administration, the establishment of
the Minimum Foundation Program, and the creation of
funding formulas for allocating those funds.

The Gilmer-Aiken Act proposed a new
approach to school finance. This approach was based
on "a beguilingly simple premise: every school age

child should receive a minimal educational
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opportunity to be financed by an equalized tax effort
among school districts."5 While the Gilmer-Aiken
plan did not equalize spending on.public education,
it did provide significant aid to many ailing school
districts.

The Gilmer-Aiken financing formulas
extended benefits to all districts with an average
daily attendance of more than fifteen students.

The purpose of the bill was not to provide total
state support for public educatior, but to provide a
minimum program. However, school districts were
required to provide a required minimum of education
and to tax at a minimum rate in order to qualify for
state assistance. Overall, local districts were to
pay 25 percent of the total cost of the Foundation
Program for the state as whole. Localities were free
to set tax rates and spend as they saw fit in
accordance with their tastes and ability and
willingness to pay.

Senate Bills 115 and 1176 were chiefly
administrative in nature and provided for the

reorganization of state education administration and

creation of a mechanism to make the state financing

of education less cumbersome for the Legislature.

2

Cy




18

Senate Bill 116 formed the heart of the Gilmer-Aiken
Bills. This bill created the Minimum Foundation
Program (MFP) in an attempt to establish a more equal
educational opportunity for Texas children. It also
provided for the consolidation of many small
districts, and created a statewide minimum salary
scale for teachers.

The MFP in Gilmer-Aiken followed the basic
model for foundation programs. Generally under such
a program, the state establishes a dollar level of
spending per pupil (the foundation) which it
guarantees to every district. To qualify for the
guarantee a district must tax at a certain minimum
Property rate. To preserve local autonomy and local
incentive, districts are permitted to tax at a rate
higher than the minimum if they desire additional
funds.

There were a variety of funding formulas
contained in the Minimum Foundation Program. The
basic foundation grant tc school districts for
operating expenses randged from $350 to $400 per
pupil. Formulas were also created to augment this

grant on the basis of transportation costs, district

size and the numbers and needs of students. Because
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students differ in their needs, the costs of serving
students differ. One way to accommodate these
differences in through the use of "weighted pupils."
Weights can be used to compensate for variations in
district size and population, students with special
educational needs, transportation ~osts, and the
like. Weights were not used in the allocation of
funds under the Gilmer-Aiken plan, but they are used
today to compensate school districts for the costs of
delivering a variety of educational services.

SB 1167 also established formulas for
determining the amount of money to be raised by each
district to pay for its share of the program. These
formulas were based on assumptions that poor
districts should pay a smaller share of educational
costs than wealthier districts. Determinations of
the local district share were made on the basis of an
economic index which included assessed valuation of
Property in the county, the county scholastic
population, and county income as a function of
manufacturing and production. The law also provided

that this index be recomputed every four years.

The Gilmer-Aiken Bills, especially SB 116,

represented a state commitment to providing what
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legislators perceived to be a necessary minimum of
educational opportunity to all children in the state.
This program took into account the ability of school
districts to provide this minimum through a guarantee
program. The program did not guarantee eve~y child
an equal education. In fact, by leaving the maximum
level of spending up to the individual districts, the
Foundation Prcgram encouraged wide variations in

spending. The notion that districts should have the

option to spend more on education was central to the
prevailing idea of local control. Because of the
wide variations in property value, it was possible
for a wealthy district to raise as much or more in
taxss at the minimum rate than a poorer district was
abl: to raise at a higher rate. Thus, the MFP did
provide for a minimum level of spending, but it did
not rrovide for an equal educa%ional opportunity or
equality of tax burdens.

This is the objection to foundation
programs voiced by Coons, Clune and Sugarman in their

book Private Wealth and Public Education. If an

average or ‘key" district is used to set the
foundation, then all districts richer than the "key"

can exploit their wealth. Furthermore, beyond the

‘)f‘
(V)
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foundation tax level there is no equalization for any
district. “Thus we may say that choice of the
average [even if it is hypothetical] district as
"key" does not even amelio.. te the problem of wealth
variations--except as to the lower half of the
districts, and then only up to the minimum
participation rate.“8

By the mid-1960s the Gilmer-Aiken Act had
been amended and revised many times, and there was
political pressure for the Legislature to do
something more. In 1965 Governor Connally appointed
a special Committee on Public School Education to
serve as a long-range planning body. This was the
first in a series of special and select committees on
public education in Texas. This committee was
charged with the task of creating a long-range plan
for education in Texas. The plan offered by the
Committee called for the expansion of existing
programs as well as the addition of new ones.

The Governor’s Committee recommended that a
Basic Foundation Program be established to expancd
educational opportunities and equalize educational

quality. The Coum:ttee also recommended the

enactment of a finance plan to equalize responsibilty
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and effort in providing for public education. To do
this the Committee proposed changes in the

calculation of foundation program costs and local
9
fund assignments.

Like similar groups working in this time
period, the Governor’s Committee made recommendations
concerning the redistribution of school resources.
The Committee suggested the consolidation of very
small schcol districts, the strengthening and
expansion of the Minimum Foundation Program, and
called for a more accountable and responsible State
Board. Despite their efforts, the report resulted in
few changes. Only three of the recommendations
contained in the report ever became law. These were
a state-financed kindergarten program, a $400 bonus
for vocational instructors, and a higher teacher
salary scale. This relative inaction can be largely
attributed to the fact that the report was not
published until 1968, and by then Governor Connally
was no longer in office.

These proposals were developed at a time
when the definition of equal educational opportunity

was changing. There was concern not only with

"equality of access to school services and dollars,
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but also with schooling outcomes, the societal and
individual benefits derived frcm particular resource
mixes."10 There was concern for education at all
levels of government, and this was evidenced by the
passage of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act in 1965 which provided federal aid for

education to low income students.

Equalization Reform--The Rodrigueg Case

In 1968 Mr. Rodriguez filed suit against
the San Antonio Independent School District charging
that the system of state education finance under the
current foundation program violated his federal
consitutional rights. Parents of children in the
Edgewood Independent School District, a part of the
San Antonio metropolitan area, challenged the -
validity of the Texas system of school finance under
the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment of the U. S. Constitution. The plaintiffs
attacked the constitutionality of the distribution of
resources in a state educational system in which
substantial funding is based on a local property tax.

They charged that the ad valorem tax system "assures

that the value of property within the various
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districts will be sufficiently equal to sustain
comparable expenditures from one district to

11
ancther. " Finally, the plaintiffs contended that

reliance on local property wealth makes the quality
of a child’s education a function of the local
property tax base.

At the time of Rodriguez, poor districts in
Texas had higher tax efforts and lower revenues than
wealthier districts which were raising more revenue
with lower tax rates. This lead the plaintiffs to
argue that the quality of education (measured in
number of dollars spent) was lower in districts where

12
tax effort was high.

They argued further that the effect of the
financing system for public education under the
Minimum Foundation Program was not equitable, nor did
it assure a minimum educational program. Under the
Foundat _on Program the tax base of the school
district determined the amount of educational dollars
received per child.13 Thus, an inverse relationship
existed between effort and ability for a district to
provide high quality education for their children.

This argument, which followed closely the

one advanced in a 1973 California state case, Seranno

39
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14
v. Priest, underlies the concept of power

equalizing found in Public Wealth and Private

Education. Recalling their objections to the lack of
equalization under a foundation program, Coons, et.
al. offer power equalizing as ore of several
alternative means of financing public education.
Their discussicn begins with a definition: “for a
system of local public school finance to be free of
wealth determinants if must be fully equalizing of
the power to raise educational dollars."15

This system of school finance, known as
power equalizing, or district power equalizing,
consists of matching grants from the state to local
school districts. Under this system, the size of the
matching rate is inversely related to district
property wealth. Characteristically, power
equalizing schemes give poor districts greater
incentives to increase their tax revenues, as well as
€iving them more funds. A power equalizing scheme
has two major implications for school districts.
First, wealth is no longer the largest determining
factor in district spending. Second, districts
should be free, through the taxing mechanism, to
choose to share various amounts of state’s wealth by

9+
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deciding how hard they are willing to tax themselves.
Thus, a power equalizing system of state aid is one
that leaves school districts free to select the
levels of spending for education through the taxing
mechanism. The more a district is willing to tax,
the more it will have to spend on education,
regardless of district wealth.16

Using total available financial resources
for education as the basis for state funding, power
equalizing makes dollars per student solely the
function of local effort in that the more a district
is willing to tax itself, the more funding it will
receive from the state. For example, under power
equalizing all districts would be told by the
legislature that state aid would be set such that
their property tax rate will determine the number of
educational dollars they can spend. 1If poor
districts tax at a lower rate because voters do not
value education as highly as other public or private
goods, then those districts wil} receive fewer
dollars to spend on education.lf Poorer districts

may still have fewer dollars for education, but

available funds have been made a function of effort,
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not of district wealth. This is the essence of power
equalizing.

Using arguments based on fiscal neutrality,
Mr. Rodriguez and the plaintiffs sought to have the
system oI school finance declared unconstitutional,
thus forcing the legislature to act. The outcome of
the Federal District Court case favored the
Plaintiffs. Referring to a passage from Brown v,
Board of Education and noting the great significance
of education both to the individual and to our
society, the lower court held that the defendants
"must demonstrate a compelling state interest that is
promoted by the current [wealth] classifications
created under the financing scheme."18 The Court
went on to acknowledge that the parents of these
children did not ask the state to equalize all
expenditures for children in Texas schools; they
simply requested that school district wealth not he a
determining factor in the quality of education their
children receive. The Principle that the parents
asked to have applied was that of "fiscal
neutrality”, which dictates that "the quality of
public education may not be a function of wealth,

19
other than the wealth of the state as a whole. "
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In its decision, the District Court found
that Texas did not have a compelling state interest
in failing to apply this Principle to its system of
school finance. The decision stated that “the
current (1971) system of financing of public
education in Texas discriminates on the basis of
wealth by permitting citizens of affluent distriots
to provide a higher quality of education for their
children, while paying lower taxes. " The Court also
concluded "as a matter of law, that the Plaintiffs
have been denied equal protection of the laws under

20
the Fourteenth Amendment. "

Unlike the lower court, the Supreme Court
was unwilling to accept the fiscal inequality
argument in order to overturn the Texas system.
While agreeing that the system of public school
finance in Texas was Plagued with discrepancies and
inequalities, it did not find the system in violation
of the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourtesnth
Amendment.

An argument offered by the plaintiffs, but
not dealt with by the Court in this case as it was
later in Plyler, concerns children as a suspect

class. The plaintiffs argued that because children
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are excluded from participation in the political

process they consititute a suspect class, and are

therefore entitled to the protection of the Court.

Using this argument, even a standard of fiscal
neutrality or a power equalizing scheme would violate
the rights of students becausz these schemes are
based on the preferences of parents and not the
affected children.

There is a certain irony in the Court’s
decision in Rodriguez, and it is illustrated by the
events of the decade that followed the case. Both
the State Board of Education and the Legislature were
were relieved of the necessity of making a decision
about equalization when the Supreme Court reversed in
Rodriguez. Despite the ruling, attention was focused
on the issue of equality in education, and following
the decision, political pressure for improvements in
the Texas system forced the Legislature to act.

Arguably, educational reform would have
been expedited if there had been a Supreme Court
mandate. Although the judicial pressure did not
exist, political pressure did. In addition to the
actions taken by the legislature, the actions of

those in the business of administering education tock
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a turn. Many of the individuals who had been
defendants in the Rodriguez case became strong

advocates of reform in the period that followed.

Eduocatiocnal Reform After Rodriguez

The 1970s s>w a flurry of education reform
legislation. In 1975 the 64th Legislature passed
House Bill 1126. This piece of legislation ren-med
the Minimum Foundation Program, calling it the
Foundation School Program (FSP), and added specific
provisions for equalization aid. The new law changed
the basis of allocation, which had previously been
in classroom-teacher units (CTU’S) co a more
comprehensive measure of personnel units (PU’s) and
substituted market-based, equalized property wvalues
for the economic index in determining local fund
assignments.

In its opening section, H.B. 1126 stated
“it is the policy of this state that each student
enrolled in the public school system shall have
access to programs and services that are appropriate
to his educational needs and that are substantially

equal to those available to any similar student
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21
notwithstanding local economic factors. " The

rhetoric of this piece of legislation differs greatly
from that in the Gilmer-Aiken bills. The purpose of
the changes made under the new Foundation School
Program was to guarantee that all school districts in
Texas had adequate resources to provide "each
eligible student a basic instructional program
suitable to his educational needs." This is
clearly a greater state commitment to education than
was made in the 1940s under Gilmer-Aiken.

State financing under the new program was
extended to a variety of educational expenses. Under
the FSP a school distriet could receive state
financial aid for minimum personnel salaries, current
operating expenses, categorical program aid (such as
funds for special and compendatory education) and
transportation services.23 Total expenses were
covered by state and local funds. The amount of state
aid received by a district was based on both the
total property wealth of the state and the district’s
ability to pay. Foundation School Funds were
allocated according to a state-local share. The

approach to funding adopted in 1949 remains as the

O
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basic model for state aid today. State support to

distriects can be expressed in the form:
24
Si = PiF - rvi

Where: Si = State aid to the ith district;
Pi = Pupils in average daily attendance
(ADA) and full-time equivalent (FTE)
weighted for costs in the ith district;
= Foundation program dollar value per
ADA and weighted FTE;

r = Rate mandated as a local share
(percentage of district wealth to
state wealth x statewide local
share) ;

Vi = Equalized value of pProperty wealth in
the ith district.

)
|

The local share, or local fund assignment (LFA) is
calculated on the basis of local property wealth
relative to total taxable property wealth in the
state. The local fund assignment can be expressed
as.

25
LFA = DPV/SPV x (N x FSP)

Where: LFA
DPV

Local Fund Assignment;

District property value as determined

by the State Property Tax Board

(SPTB) ;

SPV = State property tax value as
determined by the SPTB;

N = Percentage o. the FSP to be divided

among all districts as a local share

(.333 in 1985-1986 and thereafter);

Foundation School Program total cost,

exclusive of Experienced Teacher

Allotments and Enrichment Equalization

Aid.

FSP
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The total cost of the FSP is the sum of
all of the above mentioned costs. The program was
financed c.iefly through general revenues, and
additional funds were provided by a state ad valorem
tax and state and local available school funds. Any
district’s share of its guaranteed entitlement under
the FSP was determined by multiplying the total
taxable property wealth in the district by an index
rate. School districts were not required to raise
the total local share of the program costs, nor was
that share fixed. The Commissioner of Education made
yearly recommendations as to the the distribution of
funds based oa the cost of operating a Foundation
School Program in each district. Those school
districts with less taxable property wealth received
more state aid as a percentage of the FSP total cost
than did districts with greater property wealth.

Need was not the only basis for fund
allocation under the FSP. Funds were allocated on
the basis of effort as well. H.B. 1126 provided
equalization aid for program enrichment to those
districts which raised local funds in excess of the.r
local fund assignment--the amount of the program that

the district was required to support. Only those
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districts whose local fund assignment per student in
average daily attendance (ADA) was less than 125
percent of total statewide local fund assignment per
ADA were eligible. This provision was an attempt to
provide lower wealth districts with additional
resources to enhance their educational programs.

During the 65th Legislative Session in
1879, Senate Bill 1 represented a further effort at
equalization. SB 1 incr:ased the state share of the
Foundation School Program fro~ 75 percent to 85
percent, decreasing by 10 percent the amount of the
program that districts had to support.

The 1980s continued to be a period of self
examination and reform for education in Texas, and
the nation as a whole. In November of 1982 the first
Select Committee on Public Education produced a
series of reports on the Texas education system.
These reports included recommendations for
changdes in the state’s financing structure well as
recommendations for further study.

An outgrowth of this first report was the
Guarantee Program f -~ School District Bonds,26 which
is discussed further in Chapter 4. According to

Fredric Weber and his collegues, “the overriding goal
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of public finance law shouid be to enable each local
government to minimize the cost of { nancing its
rublic improvements and to maximize its return from
investing public funds.“27 This is the goal of the
Bond Guarantee Program. By guaranteeing the bonds of
low income school districts, and thus enabling them
to receive a triple-A Sond rating, the state
effectively equalizes the cost of money for all
school districts in the state. Although the state
did not provide any additional funds, it lowerel the
cost of acquiring additional funds for many low
wealth school districts.

In 1983 a second Select Committee, chaired
and financially supported by H. Ross Perot of Dallas,
issued additional reports. The Committee, composed of
legislators, administrators, state officials and
educators from the public schools and institutions
of higher learning, brought together a group of %
individuals as large and diverse as the concerns they
sought to address. The reports of the Commit“ee,
which called for a more equalized school finance
structure, more emphasis on education in the early
grades, and more educational accountability, combined

with legislative efforts of the last decade to form

Q ‘i;




the basis for House Bill 72, the comprehensive

education reform package enacted by a special session »

28
of the Texas Legislature in 1984.

House Bill 72

In House Bill 72, the members of the Texas
House and Senate passed one of the most sweeping
education reform bills this country had ever seen.
One of its main objectives was to further equalize
spending and reduce discrepancies between rich and
poor districts in Texas. Two o. the main provisions
for equalization were the changes in the state-local
share under the Foundation School Program that had
pPreviously been enacted in HB 1126.

The major components of House Bill 72
included a move from a personnel-based to a student-
based distribution unit for state funds, increased
attention to accountability for both teachers and
students, increases in the basic district allotment
and adjustment to that allotment for distriot size,
tax effort, and the cost of providing services.29

Frc i the time of the Gilmer-Aiken bills in
the 1940s until 1975, school districts were awarded

funds on the basis of classroom teacher units (CTUs).
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The number of CTUs in'a given district was determined
by the number of students enrolled. The system was
rigid in its allocation of funds, and because it
funded only a fraction of total salaries, many
districts found it difficult to maintain an adequate
staff. 1In 1975 a move was made to a somewhat more
flexible personnel unit (PU) system, but many
staffing problems related to funding remained.

In 1984, House Bill 72 moved the financing
system from a personnel base to a weighted pupil
base. While the state no longer paid teacher
salaries directly, House Bill 72 did set a new
minimum salary schedule which raised teacher salaries
by as much as 37 percent.30 House Bill 72 also
established a career ladder for teachers.

Progression up the arzer ladder was based on
classroom performance, education and experience. As
teachers moved up the ladder they were to be rewarded
with merit raises.

House Bill 72 also increased the base
amount districts receive frcm the state to deliver
educational services. HB 72 established that
districts would receive a basic allotment of $1,290

per ADA in the 1984-1985 school year, and beginning
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with the 1985-1986 school year, tl.e basic allotment
per ADA was increased to $1,350. This amount can be
augmented for small districts, those with less than
1,600 in average daily attendance and less than 300
square miles in total area, by the small district
ad justmeut ellotment. Adjustments in this allotment
are made to provide additional aid to small and
sparsely populated districts. A study conducted by
the LbJ Schonl of Public Affairs notes that “this
ad justment is far from trivial."31 Using a district
with an ADA of 800 as an example, the district
receives 20-32 percent in additional funds, with the
higher amount for a sparsely populated small
district. The equalization enrichment allotment
provides adaitional monies for low weal*h districts
showing high tex effort, and the Price L.fferential
Index ("JOI) adjusts the basic allotment on the basis
of lccal rosts of providing educational services.
Efforts were also made to provide more
resources for children with special needs. This was
done by adjusting the basic allotment for children in
bilingual, compensatory, special and vocational
education programs. Adjustments are made on the

basis of weights associated with the various types of
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programs. While these additional funds alleviated
part of the problem of paying for these special
programs, the LBJ report suggests that the weights
are insufficient and do not take into account all of
the costsagor providing special resources to these

studeuts. That these weights are insufficient is

confirmed by the results of the Accountable Costs

Report. The Accountable Costs Advisory Committee

recommended increases in the weights for all special
33
programs.

The Equalization Enrichment Allotment (EEA)
is anoth~r of the equalizing mechanisms found in
House Bill 72. The EEA "provides a special incentive
for districts of moderate and low wealth to increase
their local tax rates to ‘enrich’ their educational
offerings.“34 Only those districts which have a
taxable wealth of less than 110 percent of the
statewide average are eligible for the EEA. The
amount of money a district may receive is based on
its property wealth relative to the rest of the
state. The maximum EEA amount a district can receive
is 35 percent of its Foundation allotment per student.

Finally, the authors of House Bill 72

sought to equalize access to a different sort of
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educational resource--small classes. House Bill 72
places a ceiling on the size of kindergarten, first,
and second grade classes, limiting them to no more
than twenty-two students. However, when it did this,
the legislature made no provision for the increased
costs that would be associated with the reductions in
class size. These costs are a central part of a new
suit that has been brought against the state and its
system of school finance.

The Edgewood Independent School District,
the district in which Mr. Rodriguez lived, has again
sued the state over the equity and constitutionality
of the state’s system of financing. There are some
major differences between the current case and the
one from the 1970’s. First, significant equalization
has taken place und=r the provisions of House Bill
72. Second, while at the time of the Rodriguez case
it was true that poorer districts were taxing at a
higher rate, it is not clear that the plaintiff
districts in the current suit are demonstrating the
sort of effort that would constitute the grounds for
increased funds under a syst:m of power equalizing.

The plaintiffs in the current35 Edgewnod

suit argue that the state’s system of school finance

19




violates both the Equal Protection Clause and Article
7, section 1 of the Texas Constitution. Specifically,
they claim that "Texas has violated the Equal
Protection Clause of the State Constitution by
forcing persons in low wealth districts to have an
inadequate school system while allowing persons in
wealthy districts to have more adequate school
systems."36 Here again is the irony of House Bill
72. Prior to its enactment, the amount of state aid
for the poorest 10 percent of districts in the state
was $501 million. As shown in Table I, in the 1984-
1985 school year, the first year of financing under
House Bill 72, these districts received $766.8
million in state aid, an increase of over $265
million or 53 percent.37 The gap between
expenditures in poor districts and wealthy districts
has be'n narrowed. In 1983-1984 spending in the
wealthiest districts in Texas was on average 78
percent higher than spending in the poorest
discricts. In 1984-1985 this discrepancy was reduced
to 44 percent. The gap between the near-wealthiest
and near-poorest districts was reduced even further,

38
to a difference of 25 percent.




TABLE|

Comparison of State Financial Assistance by District Wealth
1983-1984 and 1984-1985

State Financial Assistance
Category No. Districts 1983-1984 1984-1985

1 106 $501.10 766.8
(Poorest)
2 106 195.6 2894
3 107 362.2 521.4
4 106 306.7 403.7
5 107 381.1 4834
6 106 402.6 506.0
7 106 466.6 559.0
8 107 590.7 629.5
9 106 402.2 4179
10 106 46.1 364
(Richest)
State 1,063 3,655.0 4,613.0

Change
Amount

265.7

93.8
159.2
97.0
102.3
1034
92.4
38.8
15.7
-8.7

958.7

Percent
53.0

48.0
440
31.6
26.8
25.7
198
6.6
3.9
-21.0

26.2

Source: Texas Education Agency




While the gap between rich and poor
districts ;as not disappeared, it has been narrowed,
and many poor school districts have consjderably more
money to spend. In challenging the school finance
system under House Bill 72, the plaintiffs
representing poor school districts are challenging a
system that has made them substantially better off.
Shoula the courts find the reformed system to be
unconstitutional, these districts could well end up

no better, if not worse, than they were Prior to

1984.
Texas is facing serious financial problems

as the Edgewood case is underway. 1If the current and
more expensive system of school finance is declared
unconstitutional, it is possible that the Legislature
would revert to the pre-1984 system, which was
declared to be constitutional under the Fourteenth
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.39 This would be
a severe sethack for poor districts and the state
system of education as a whole.

There is no way to know what the final
decision in this case will be, or how the Legislature

will react to that decision. However, if the Texas

courts should find the system to be unconstitutional,

4.
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40
they cannot recommend any remedy. The Texas courts

do not have the power to direct the Legislature to
spend more money on education, or anything else for
that matter, and even if they did, the state’s
current financial situation makes additional
expenditures without additional taxes a highly
unlikely prospect. So, even if the Plaintiffs were
to win in this case, many distriets, including those
who have intervened on the side of the state, would

stand to lose substantially.
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CHAPTER THREE

School Facilities Needs end Requirements

As was previously noted, one of the many
intended effects of House Bill 72 was to reduce class
size. While other portions of the legislation sought
to equalize access to educational resources in the
form of funding, the provision for the reduction of
class sizes in the elementary grades was an attempt
to increase access to teachers and instruction.
Legislators limited class size in kindergarten
through fourth grade to twenty-two students The law
became effective for kindergarten, first and second
€rades in the 1985-1986 school year, and will be
extended to the third and fourth grades for the 1988-
89 school year.1

The implementation of this new law raises
two important questions: First, how much effect does
decreasing class size have on student achievement?
Second, what will it cost school districts to achieve

a maximum class size of twenty-two students?
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Class Siae Research

The evidence is inconclusive when it comes
to determining the precise effects of reduced class
size on student achievement. Some of *h: most
extensive work on the relationship between ciass size
and student performance has been done by Gene V
Glass.2 Glass, in collaboration with other
researchers, has conducted "meta-analyses" of
existing studies on these relationships. The
importance of these works lies in the statements of
their authors that "their techniques enabled them to
make bold generalizations about the effects of class
size on pupil achievement where other analysts ~ould
only make timid qualifications.“3

The aut'.ors based their meta-analyses on
empirical studies done on school class size from 1900
to 1978. The basic method of statistical analysis
was a comparison of pupils’ achievement tests in
classes of two different sizes. In addition to class
size, the study included comparisons of studerts by
age, and according to the subject in which they were

tested or taught.

On the relationship between class size and

achievement, the authors .tated that ‘from among the




725 comparisons of pupil achievement in smaller and
larger classes, 435 or 60 percent favored smaller
classes"” even when controlling for pupil age and
subject taught.4 With further analysis it was
concluded that studies which exercised experimental
control through the random assignment of PuPils to
classes of different size wer-. even more likely to
show the positive effect of smaller size on
performance.5

Thus, Glass and his associates conclude
that small classes are better than iarge ones,
although there is not much difference between large
and very large classes. The effects of class size on
achievement appear to be significant once size drops
below twenty students, and there arpears to be no
discern.ole effect once the size reaches forty
students. Therefore, the question turns on the
marginal effects of reductions in class size between
twenty and forty, and the relative marginal costs of
making those reductions.

As was previously noted, the reports by
Glass, et. al. "have unusual importance since they

hold the possibility of having far-veaching yet

unwarranted impact on a whole array of educational

ol
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policy and management decisions pertaining to the
assignment of pupils, teachers, and resources to
classrooms."6

Because of the potentially sweeping nature
of these implications, researchers at the Educational
Research Service (ERS) took a critical look at bocth
the methodology and results of the meta-analyses.7
They found that the relationship between reduced
class size and achievement was not so strong nor as
unequivocable as it might initially appear. The
critique stated that "[t]lhe research and related
literature on class size is immense...and reviewers
of this research have generally concluded that the
relationship between class sige and pupil achievement
is inoonclusive--with some studies finding that
smaller classes are better, some that larger olasses
are better, &and some report that there is no g
difference between the two" [emphasis added].

ERS levels five major criticisms at the
work of Glass and his collegues. First, in the
process of aggregating data for the purposes of meta-

analysis.; important distinctions among studies are

lost. Thus, findings which are presented as precise

4 §
-1



52

and accurate, are based on information which is by
its very nature imprecise.9

The second point on which ERS criticizes
the meta-analyses is the quality of the information
used to do the studies. Although Glass, et al, refer
to 110 studies of class size, their final results and
“beld generalizations" rest on only 14 studies. The
14 studies which are included in the analysis cover a
variety of instructional arrangements, many of which
are not traditionally found in the public schools.10
ERS also found coding errors and inconsistencies,
both in the definitions of variables, and in the
typres of studies used as sources of data.

There c-< inconsistencies in the
interpretations of the findings as well. These
inconsistences occur both within the studies and
between them. The contradictory statements seem to
indicate that small reductions (e.g. from 25 to 22)
in class size both do and do not have significant
effects on student achievement. ERS points out that
it is difficult to determine from Glass’ work in just
what grades and what subjects reductions in class
~-ize would have an effect, and how large those

11
reductions would have to be.
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Finally, ERS is critical of Glass because
the meta-analyses confuse the class size issue by
un justifiably encouraging class size reductions and
discouraging new class size research.12 The data and
methodology flaws in the Glass studies serve to
weaken the findirgs. Thus, the evidence that smaller
is better is less than.convincing. Nonetheless, the
generalized recommendations for class size reductions
are made.

By making recommendations, and seemingly
putting the class size issue to rest, Glass and his
assoziates have discouraged furtheir research in this
area.13 Yet it is clear that the issue is not
closed, and that more investigations into the
questions of class size are needed.

The absence of any significant relationship
between class size and school effectivness is also
discussed by Richard Rossmiller, Eric Hanushek and
others. Rossmiller points out that “[t]lhe evidence
on the effect of class size on student achievement is
difficult to interpret, and indeed, it is somewhat
ambiguous. Even if one considers only self-contained

elementary school classrooms, research evidence does

not support a conclusion that, within the ranges

[
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typically encountered in American schools, class size
is a powerful determinant of student outcomes."14
This again raises the question of relative costs and
benefits.

The choice of twenty-two as a maximum for

Texas class sizes in the early grades was a political

and not a research-based decision. This number was

arrived at as a compromise between House and Senate
factions in the debate concerning the legislation.15
Despite the fact that there is no conclusive evidence
one way or the cther to support small reductions in
class size, it is clear that significant reductions

(e.g. from 30 to 22 students) could be beneficial to

both students in teachers.

The Effeots of the 22:1 Requirement
on Schoel Facilities

Implementation of the maximum class size

requirement in Texac is going to be expensive. The
two costs that will make up most of this expensive

undertaking will be the costs of hiring teachers, and

for a larger number of districts, the costs of

providing additional facilities. This chapter will
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focus on the cost of facilities associated with the
requirement.

Legislators were aware that there would be
some districts which would be unable to meet the
requirements of the new law in the fall of 1285.
Therefore, the law includes a waiver provision which
provides that, on application, a district may be
exempted from the requirewent if the Commissioner of
Education finds that it "works an undue hardship on
the district."16

As of March, 1986, over 250 school
districts had applied for and been granted waivers
from the required class size of 22:1 due to a lack of
facilities. The majority of these waivers were
granted to small, non-metropolitai: or rural
districts, with 42 percent of all waivers for
facilities going to districts with an average daily
attendance between 1,000 and 5,000.17

The relationships between requests for
waivers and a variety of district characteristics
were studied as a part of the 1985-1986 Accountable
Costs Study.18 There appears to be some correlation

between district wealth and classroom shortages. As

wealth increases, the percentage of districts
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requesting waivers decreases. Table II shows that at
lowest wealth classification in the TEA Analyze
Catagories (less than $87,371 in taxable wealth per
ADA) 39 percent of all districts had requested
waivers from the requirement, compared with only 2
percent in the highest wealth category. Furthermore,
there appears to/be a strong relationship between
number of waiver requests, and operating costs per
student. Forty one (41) rercent of those districts
in the lowest category (under $2, 180 per student)
were granted waivers, as compared to 14 percent for
those districts spending $3,511 to 4,293 per student,
and 8 peroent for those districts spending more than
$4,293 per student. Over one half of all districts
with waivers have operating costs per student of less
than $3,111. This is of particular significance

as the median state-wide operating cost per student
19

is $3,271.

There is also a strong relationship between
student density and the number of waivers requested.
The distribution of waivers as a function of student

density indicate that i~ all but the very small and
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Class Size Waiver Information for 1985-1986
Relationships of Waiver Requests and Key Variables

No. Category No. Dists Percent No. of K-2
Dists With K-2 Classrooms
ADA Groupings Waivers
6 Over 50,000 2 33 36
13 25,000-49,999 5 38 173
22 10,000--24,999 17 39 314
35 5,000--9,999 15 43 272
94 3,000--4,999 a 33 124
119 1,6C0--2,999 45 38 160
117 1,000--1,599 a 26 83
208 500--999 62 30 135
427 Under 500 48 1 76

District Type

8 Major Urban 4 50 113
31 Other Central City 16 52 316
87  Suburban-Fast Growing a3 as 312
64 Suburban-Stable 19 30 147

208 Non-Metro w/1000+ ADA 65 31 260
233 Non-Metro w/ Town 53 23 97
432 Rural 66 15 128

Wez.th (Median=$179,789)

106 Under $87,371 41 39 386
106  $87,371--$105,654 3 29 101
107  $105,655--$124,118 27 25 102
106 $124,119--$149,486 33 3 113
107  $149,487--$179,788 a3 31 195
106 $179,789--$214,613 22 21 61

106 $214,614--$269,867 28 26 239
107 $269,868--$369,110 24 22 118
106  $369,111--$630,807 15 14 56
106 Over $630,807 2 2 2

1,063 State Total 256 24 1,373

Source: Texas Edcuation Agency
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sparsely populated districts (less than 5 students
pPer square mile) the maximum class size requirement
is putting a strain on classroom space. For all
districts where student density was five or more, 30
percent or more districts in every category have
waivers for schooi facilities. When these figures
are contrasted with those for the parcentage of
students who qualify for free and reduced lunch, it
appears that the effects of the maximum class size
requirement (as a function of waiver requests) is
more strongly correlated with a district’s geographic
size and taxable property wealth than to the income
of individuals in a district.zo

These waivers represent a shortage of over
1,800 classrooms as of the sprirg of 1986.21 When a
district applies for a waiver, it is required to
submit supporting documents stating how it plans to
meet its facilities needs. However, the quality of
information and level of detail in these reports
varies considerably among districts, and if even
there were complete information on waiver districts,
this would only provide an estimate of part of the

total cost. The cost of mee.ing the facilities

requirement of the maximum class size law for the

6




entire state will far exceed the cost of meeting

w.iver requirements. Many districts who did not file
for waivers will have costs associated with the new
maximum class size law. Thus, it is necessary to
explore alternative ways of estimating the cost of
meeting the school facilities needs of the maximum

class size requirement.

The Cost of Meeting Facilities Needs

In order to evaluate the need for schcol
facilities, and the costs of meeting those needs,
there must be some agreed-upon basis for comparison.
Since the Texas Education Agency has had no statutory
standards for school facilities since the middle of
the 1970s, it is necessary to lock elsewhere for
standards which can be used in a discussion of school
facilities.

There are some established means for
evaluating school facilities. Building inspection
and fire codes set minimum standards for safety, and
there are minimal accreditation requirements for
school buildings. However, these measures are
insufficient for making comparisons or evaluating

costs. Thus, turning to architects who are involved

P
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in school design is the best way to establish
necessary guidelines.
Discussions with architects, and a review

of building and architectural literature yielded a

set of basic requirements for building sites and
classroom size. As one might expect, the site size
for secondary schools is larger than that for
elementary schools. Architects suggdest that a
elementary school site have a minimum of three to
five acres, plus one acre for each one hundred
students. Secondary schools shouid have a basic site
of ten acres plus one acre for each one hundred
students. For indoor area, particularly classroom
space, there should be an allowance of thirty to
thirty-five square feet per child.22

In addition to providing a measure of what
constitutes an adequate educational facility, these
standards make it possible to create a model to
estimate the cost of constructing classroom space.
The cost of building a classroom is a function of
several things. First, there is the cost of the
building shell. This consists of the building
exterior, the cost of which will be determined by the

materials used and the quality of finish which is

6o
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desired, and all equipment costs. Additional costs
include site development costs, professional fees,
land acquisition and demolition costs, and any other
contingency costs which might arise. From this list
of costs, a model to estimate the cost of a classroom

23
can be constructed.

Classroom Costs Model

The maximum class size requirement dictates that
a classroom be designed to accommodate twenty-two
students. From this we know that the size of the
classroom should be approximately 770 saquare feet.
A model which incorporates all of the elements
discussed above will be useful if we can estimate a
per square foot cost for elementary school
construction, and then multiply that cost by the
necessary size of the classroomn.

R. S. Means Construction Costs Data for

1985-1886, a guide to construction costs for various
locations and types of construction, gives $57.75 as
tl e average per square foot cost of elementary school
construction in Texas.24 Using this value, tnhe

number of classroom requests from waivers, and the

following model, suggested by Dr Lance Tatum of the

Nl
1
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University of Texas School of Architecture, we can

estimate the minimum cost of meeting the facilities

needs of the maximum class size requirement.

A. Building cost = $57.75/sq ft x 770 sq ft 44, 467. 50

B. Fixed Equipment Costs = .05(A)
(built in fixtures)

Moveeble Equipment Costx = .056(A)
{(desks, audio-visual, etc.)

Total Cost of Building Shell = A+B+C
(ready for use) 48,914.2¢

Site Development Costs = .05(D)
(landscaping, leveling) 2.445.71

Professional Fees = .07(D+E)
(architects, engineers, special ed)

Contingency Fees = .08(D+E)

Land Acquisition (if applicable)

Demolition Costs (if applicable)

Total Cost of Facility
D+E+F +G+(H+I) 59,062.97

This figure, when adjusted for location, is the cost
of constructing a single classroom. The accuracy of
this estimate is substantiated by insurance estimates

of school facilities in Texas which Place the costs
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of school facilities between 52.00 and 58.00 per
square foot, or a classroom cost ranging from $54, 000
to $60,000.25

When this estimate is multiplied by the
number of classrooms needed just to meet the waiver
requests for the 1985-1986 school year, the resulting
product is about $100 million. This $100 million
includes only the cost of building additional
classrooms. In cases where many rooms are needed,
districts may opt to build entire elementary schoo.s.
The ccsts of building a new school includes
additional expenses f,or offices, libraries,
gymnasiums and cafeterias which are not included in
the model or in the minimm estimate. However, even
with these increases, the cost of meeting the
facilities requirements of 22:1 still represents a
fair small prop. rtion of the total spent for
education.

All districts have been affected by the
22:1 requirement, therefore the cost of meeting the
needs of districts with waivers represents only the
minimum cost of meeting the requirement. However,
not all districts will have to build additional

classrooms. For some very small districts the

6
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requirement is not an issue, and for the 434
districts whose enrollment has declined from 1985~
1986 to 1986—1987,26 building additional facilities
would not appear to be a wise use of funds.
Nonetheless, there are districts whe did not file
waivers but did incur facilities costs. The costs
incurred by these distric' ., will increase the total
amount spent to meet facilities needs.

Work done by the Puhlic Utilities
Commission (PUC) provides additional information on
districts which did not file waivers, but are
Planning new construction in response to House Bill
72. In early 1986 the PUC conducted a survey of
school districts in Texas to determine the number of
new school construction projects being planned in
those districts. The PUC gathered information about
the type and cost of the planned construction, as
well as asking the districts the reason for the new
construction. This material is presented in Table
III. Of more than 400 districts that responded to
the survey, 256 cited House Bill 72 as one of ths
main reasons for building new zchool facili‘t:ies.h7

These districts also gave 2+ estimate of what the

school facilities would cost. Nearly half (211) of




TABLE il
Districts with Waivers Citing House Bill 72
as a Reason to Buiid
No. Category No.of Rooms HB72Cited HB 72 Cited
Dists Requested as a Primary as a Secondary
Reason Reason
ADA Groupings
6 Qver 50,000 36 6 2

13 25,000-49,399 173 11 6

22 10,000--24,999 3. 34 19

35 5,000--9,999 . 272 23 11

94 3,000--4,999 124 48 19

119 1,600--2,999 160 72 33

117 1,000--1,599 83 61 22

208 500--999 135 105 47

427 Lader 500 76 112 48

District Type

8 Major Urban 113 8 3
31 Other Central City 316 23 10
87  Suburban-Fast Gmwing 312 61 31
64 Suburban-Stable 147 33 44

208 Non-Metro w/1000+ ADA 260 112 42
233  Non-Metro w/ Town 97 97 45
432 Rura) 128 138 59

Wealth (Medlan=$179,769)

106 Under $87,371 386 66 34
106  $87,371--$105,654 101 52 23
107 $105,655--$124,118 102 49 19
106 $124,119--$149,486 113 49 24
107  $149,487--$179,788 195 53 21
106 $179,789--$214,613 61 50 22
106 $214,614--$269,867 239 49 24
107 $269,868--$369,110 118 53 27
106 $369,111--$630,807 56 AN ]
106 Over $630,807 2 21 4
1,063 State Tota! 1,371 472 207

Source: Texas Education Agency
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the districts responding indicated that their needs
could be met for less than $1 million in each
district. Of those that remained, 83 distriots
estimated that their costs would be between $1-$3
million, 44 estimated it would require $3-$5 million,
27 put their costs at $5-$10 million, and 64
districts estimated that their custs would be 1n
excess of $10 million.28 Not surprising was the
disclosure that the bulk of construction was either
for additional classroom space, or for elementary
schools. Close to half of all planned construction
of school building was for elementary school

29
facilities.

Clearly, the cost of this construction will
far excezd the $100 million that will be necessary to
meet the needs of those districts with current
waivers. In all cases the.e will be two factors in
pParticular that will affect the costs of building
these facilities. The first is the typre of materials
used in construction. There is a wide variety of
materials which are approved and available for school
const.uction ranging in cost from inexpensive to
exorbitant. The difference between an all brick

building and one with a brick venecr is close to

7%
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$20.00 per square foot, and while a brick building
might be more aesthetically pleasing than one that is
brick and concrete block, the differences in their
functional value are negligible. Thus, in evaluating
the cost of school facilities it will be necessary to

consider more than just whether or not to build, but

also what alternatives for materials and construction
exist.

The other important variable, one that has
been raised before, is location. The costs
associated with construction vary among different
types of areas, towns, cities and rural areas, and
across different parts of the state. Thus, despite
the fact that two districts may build identic=l
facilities, the costs must be adjusted with respect
o location.

For districts with limited funds, or
needing only one or two classrooms, there is an
alternative to constructing additional facilities.
That alternative is portable classrooms. While n>5t a
aesthetically pleasing as a masonry building,
portable classrooms do have some characteristics that
make them attractive to districts that need to

acquire additional space quickly. The average price

75
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of a portable classroom is $30. 000, about half the

cost of constructing a classroom, according to the
30
Accountable Costs Study. These buildings can be

set up quickly, and in larger districts they can be

moved from campus to campus as the districts’ needs

change. Their lower price and flexitility also make
them attractive to smaller districts, which may need
an additional classroom for a few years, but do not

want to invest in additional cor struc.ion.

Districts must exercise care when deciding
whether or not to construct additional facilities.
Decisions must take into account both the cost of and
need for facilities. Because new construction
represents a long-term investment, district must be
relatively certain that there will be a coincident
long-term need. If the need for additional
facilities created by the maximum class size
requirement appears to be chort-lived, it would be
imprudent for a district to invest in additicnal

construction.
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CHAPTER FOUR

School Farcilities Financing In Texas

Variations in cost and in district ability
to pay have led to questions about the ability of the
state t> impose the maximum .lass size requirement
without providing some.sort of assistance to those
districts which cannot afford to build the facilities
that will be necessary to accommodate their needs.
The Edgewood Independent School District in San
Antonio has raised these questions in the form of a
lawsuit, which contends that the state cannot impose
these restrictions without providing some sort of
financjal assistance to school districts.

Capital facilities are assets which will be
used for long periods of time. In the case of school
buildings, the benefits of use will be enjoyed by
several generations of school children. This fact
provides the foundation for arguments which favor
long-term financing for capital acquisitions. If a
school building were to be built or purchased .-ith
cash, then the generation which built the facility
would bear the entire cost, including opportunity
costs of that buiiding, and those who used it in the

71
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future would do so for free. This is neither fair
nor economically efficient. Thus, the acquisition or
construction of facilities should be financed through
the use of long-term debt, whi~h provides that
future, as well as present users, will pay for che
benefits.

Capital financing programs should be
developed as part of a district’s overall long-range
educational plan.1 Because many districts were not
anticipating an increase in the numbers of
kindergarten, first, and second grade clasz-z, the
maximum class size requirement of House Bill 72
produced a “facilities shock” in some districts.
These districts experienced a sudden shortage of
available classroom space as a direct result of the
implementation of this new law, and thus have a need
for additional facilities.

Before delving into the problems faced by
these dictricts, a more gereral discussion of long-
term debt financing is useful. Article 7, section 3
of the Texas Constitution deals with taxation for the
purpose of supporting a system of free public

schools. The Constitution states that:
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The legislature may authorize an additional ad

valorem tax to be levied and collected within

all schou! districts hereto “-~rmed or hereafter

formed, for the further maintenance of publ.c

free schools and for the erection and equipment

of school buildings therein;
Pursueat to this, Section 20.01 of the Texas
Education Code gives local school districts the power
to issue bonds and levy the necessary taxes to pay
for ~chool construction.2

Thus, by constitution and by statute, each
school district has within its power the ability to
acquire financial resources for capital acquisition
and construction. The issuance of bonds is subject
to voter approval, and to the limitation that
outstanding bonded indebtedness not be in excess of
10 percent of the assessed valuation of taxable
property in the district.3
Limitations on tax rates vary depending on

their purpose. Taxes for mainten:iice and operation
cannot exceed $1.50 on every $10) of taxable
property.4 For bonds, such as those that would be
used to finance the construction of school
facilities, the tax rate is specified by the
language contained in the bond resolution. The law
permits tax rates for bonds to be either unlimited

r
(W)
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and sufficient to pay the principal ard interest on
5
the bond, or limited to no more than $1.00 on every
6
$100 of taxable property. If a district evec elects

to have an unlimited debt service tax rate, then all
subsequent bond issues carry an unlimited rate.
Likewise, if bonds are ever voted to have a limited
rate, then all subsequent issues have a limited
rate.7 Currently, no district has a debt service tax
rate of $1.00 or more, and all bonds carry an
unlimited tax rate.8

These taxing provisions, while they do give

districts signif.cant latitude in financing school

facilities, do not alleviate the problem of
differences in assessed values of property. The
arbitrariness and inequities of assessmen* practices
were greatly recuced with the enactment of major
property tax reform legislation in 1979. However,
the effects of differences in total property tax
bases on capital outlay have not been and are
unlikely to be eliminated.

During the 1985-1986 school year, nearly
300 school districts constructed or remodeled over
2,200 clessrooms in order to meet the maximum class

g
sise requirement of House Bill 72. Of these
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districts, only 95 had waivers, indicating that many
districts who did not file for waivers did in fact
have to build facilities to meet the new requirements
of the law.

This being the case, one can estimate the
minimum cost of this new requirement by estimating
the cost to districts for the 1985-1986 school year.
This is only a minimum because there may be some
districts who constructed new facilities without
indicating this to the Texas Education Agency, and
there will surely be additional construction to
accommodate the reductiors in the size of third and
fourth grade classes in the 1988-1989 school year.

Using an estimated cost of $59, 000 per
classroom,lo the 2,200 clas- ows constructed in the
1985-1986 school year cost districts approximately
$130 million. An additional 900 rooms were requested
by districts with waivers, but were not built. The
cost of these facilities would add an additional $53
million to the bill, bringing the minimum cost of
initial compliance to over $180 million.

These additional costs have come at a time
when many districts are being faced with increasing

local costs (not just for education) and declining

Q 8f
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ability to raise revenues. Of the 1,083 school

districts in Texas, 282 draw most of their property

taxes from o0il and gas, and 314 rely chiefly on
agricultural lands.11 Since the implementation of
House Bill 72 began, both the energy and agricultural
industries have declined substartially and many other
parts of the state have indirectly experienced
economic decline because of the oil and real estate
recessions. Thus, the guestion turns on whether or

not these districts can, under the current financing

system, raise the funds to construct the needed

facilities.

The Guarantee Bond Program

Through the creation »f the Guarantee Bond
Program for School Districts, the State of Texas
provided a mechanism for lowering the cost of
construction capital to school districts. The
guarantee states that “on approval by the
Commissioner, bonds (issued by school districts) are

guaranteed by the rorpus and income of the permanent
12
school fund. "
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Many Cistricts are not able to gqualify for
a AAA bond rating on their own. The Bond Guarantee
Proéram enables districts with poorer bond ratings to
quAalify for a AAA rating. thus reducing the cost of
debt service. To be eligip'e for a bond guarantee, a
school district must tc accredited by the State Board
of Education.13 The d;strict must then apply to the
commissioner for a guarantee. The ‘vplication must
contain the name of the school district, the
Principle amount of the bonds, the maturity schedule,
interest rate and date of the bonds.14 If the
commissioner finds the district to be accredited and
in good financial standing, then the bonds will be
guaranteed.15

For the 1985-1986 school year, the bond
€uarantee program insur d $1,250,215,000 in bonds in
193 school districts. Of these, 121 issues were for
less than $5 million, and only 31 were for more “han
$10 million.16 Of the districts enrolled, 146 (75.6
percent) fell below the state average of $237,450 in
taxable property wealth per student, and these
districts were responsible for 76.6 percent of the

17
guaranteed bonds.

85
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Recently, the Commissioner proposed An
amendment to the State Board. This amendment
proposed that priorities be assigned in the use of
the funds available to guarantee bonds. Because the
amount of funds available for guarantees is limited
to the amount of the Permanent Scheol Fund, and
because large issues tie up a significant portion of
those funuds, the Commissioner has proposed that bond
gusrantee approvals be limited to $6, 000, 000 per
district per year if available funds are low. Also
proposed are procedures which would allow the
Commissioner to limit the aporoval of the guarantee
to districts whose bond rating is "A" or less.18
These limitations insure that 'mall districts with
small bond issues end low ratings will not be crowded
out of the Guarantee Program by larger districts with
ratings that are sufficiently high as not to require
the guarantee.

These proposed limitations on the Guarantee
Program have two important consequences. First, by
limiting the size of issues which car b3 €uaranteed,
more guarantees will be available to those small
districts that make up a large percentage of school

districts in Texas. Second, by restricting the

(i’-\
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eligibility to those districts with an "A" rating or
less, the cost of financing constructioi. s reduced
for those districts tc whom it is most important.
The difference between an "AAA" and a "BAA" rating
can be as much as cne-half to three-fourths of one
percentage point.19 This can amount Lo a great deal
of money when applied to millions of dollars over
long periods of time.

While the guarnntee program does serve to
equalize the cost of money to districts, it does not
provide any ailditional funds for construction.
Therefore, the first question is whether, and to what
extent, the current policy is sufficient to finance
the state’s building needs. If the bond guarantee
program cannot meet the state’s need:, the question
remains whether the state has an obligation to
provide funds if it is going to impose standards
which require districts to build or acquire
additional facilities? And if so, where shoula those

state funds come fror =nad how should they be awarded?
Funding Capabilities of Districts With Waivers

As was previously nc.ed, no district may

have bonded indebtedness i.n axc3ss ot 10 percent of

2lad
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the assessed valuation of its taxable property.

Currently, no district with a waiver is at that
ceiling, and only 13 districts with waivers have debt
in excess of 5 percent of their taxable value. It
would thus appear that the capacity for bonded
indebtedness would not prevent districts from being
able to finance school facilities. However, in the
case of many districts it is not the potential level
of debt, but the lack of available wealth to finance
the debt that becomes an obstacle to constructing
additiovnal facilities.

£3 a group, districts with waivers have an
average of $179,764 in taxable property wealth per
student. This is over $60,00C, or 25 percent, less
than the statewide averase of $240,684 taxable wealth
per student. While the rroperty wealth of districts
with waivers ranges widely, from nearly $800, 000 per
student to just over $37,000, most of the districts

wit - waivers are below average in wealth. Comparing

individual districts to the average for both the
state and those districts with waivers, 174
districts, (68 percent), had wealth below the group
average, ard 200 districts, (78 percent), had wealth

below the state average.

5
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Of the districts with less than average
wealth for districts with waivers, eleven districts
had no debt service tax rate. However, these are all
small districts, the largest having an ADA of 2, 800,
and most need only one or two rooms. Furthermore,
these districts have a maintenance and sreration tax
rate of 0.68583, 17 cents higher than state average,
and may well finance limited additions to school
facilities from thes< funds. For the remaining
districts, those with debt service tax rates, the
rates range from .0184"°7, or 1.8 cents for every $100
of taxable property to nearly 71 cents for debt
service. A similar pattern holds for districts with
wealth below the average.zo

As was stated previously, capital
investments such as school facilities should be
financed through thc use of debt. The level of debt
expressed as a percent of district wealth provides an
indication of the local districts ability to finance
new construction. Table IV illustrates that average
debt is only 2.62 percent of taxable wealth for
districts with waivers.21 Even in the twelve

districts which reported needing more than twenty-

five rooms, debt averages only 3 percent of taxable

L,




TABLE IV

Analysis ot Wealth and Debt in Waiver Districts
For the 1985-1986 School Year

Numberof Numberof  Average Average Average Average Average Average Debt
Classrooms  Districts  Refined ADA Wealthper Debt Service Maintenance Total as a%eof
Requested 1985-86 ADA Tax Rate Tax Rate Tax Rate Wealth
1 84 1,357 207,397 0.124 0.582 0.706 2.45
2105 122 1,735 164,907 0175 0.549 0.725 2.79
61015 30 5,789 166,454 0.188 0.561 0.749 2.40
161025 8 27,330 207,656 0.090 0.527 0.617 2.01
25+ 12 22,446 152,057 0.157 0.488 0.646 3.02
Total 256 3,857 179,764 0.157 0.558 0.714 2.62
State
Averages: DebtService: 0.124
Maintenance: 0.602
Total: 0.726
Debt as a %
of wealth: 2470
Source:  Texas Education Agency
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wealth. However, there are specific districts for
whom the financing of additional facilities would be
extremely difficult.

One district. which reported needing 99
classrooms, has a total effective tax rate of 73
cents, and outstanding debt which is 7.06 percent of
total district wealth. For such a district
additional debt for the purpose of building school
facilities would be a substantial burden. With such
a level of debt, voters will be unwiliing to take on
new debt and see their property taxes rise even
further. The total effective tax rate discussed here
is only to support aducation, and it does not include
the other propert. taxes levied by overlapping local
governments. While there may bte no limit to the debt
service tax rate a district may levy on debt which
has already been approved, voters will not be likely
to elect to raise taxes by taking on new schoo) debt.

Overall, districts with waivers have higher
debt service and total tax rates than the state
average, as well as a higher ratio of debt to
as=essed value. These facts, combined with the lower

wealth and overlapping taxes in many of these
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districts will make it difficult for many districts
to build new facilities.

These wide variations, both in willingness
to tax at a high rate, and in fiscal capacity in
terms of pr._perty wealth create difficulty in making
olanket statements about the ability of districts
with waivers to provide ‘or additional facilities.
Certainly, very wealthy districts can affcrd to meet
their facilities needs. Even those districts with
moderate levels of property wealth, and those in fast
growing areas with expanding Property tax bases can
reasonably be expected to meet some if not all of
their facilities needs. However, districts with low
or in some cases declining property wealth may face
problems meeting the facilities needs of the maximum
class size requirement. These areas are ill-equipped
to deal with increasing local costs a.d
responsibilities which are being put upon them at a
time when they are least able to ueal with their

problems financially.

Waivers and Small Distriots

In addition to i1ssues of district wealth,

questions of district size ar= important when

~




considering the implications of the maximum class

size requirement. Texas is made up of sm.11 school
districts; over 90 percent (965) of the districts
have an average daily attendance of less ihan 5, 000.
For small districts the cost of building additional
facilities to comply w}th the 22:1 requirement is not
within reasonable expectations.

To a great degree, waivers were granted for
a total of five rooms or less, and the majority of
these were granted to small districts--those with au
average daily attendance of five thousand or less.
Table V shows that for the 1985-1986 school year, 200
(78 percent) of the 256 districts requesting waivers
were districts with less than one thousand students
in average daily attendance (ADA). Eighty four
districts (32.8 percent of all districts requesting
waivers) requested conly one room, and of these 80
districts (95 percent) had an ADA of less than five
thousand. One hundred twenty-two districts (47.7
percent of all districts requesting waivers)
requested between two and five roems, and 120 (98

percent) of these districts had an ADA of less than

five thousand. Overall, 78.1 percent of all waiver




Analysis of Districts Needing One to Five

TABLEV

Additional Classrooms
Districts Percent Cisuicts Percent
No. Category Needing Needing Needing Needing
Drsts neRcom  OneRoom 2105 Rooms 2t 5 Rooms
ADA Groupings
6 Jver 50,000 0 0 0 0
13 25,000-49,999 0 0 0 0
22 10,000--24,999 1 1 1 1
35 5,000--9,999 3 4 1 1
94 3,000--4,999 8 7 19 16
119 1,600-.2,999 8 10 30 25
117 1,000--1,599 10 12 19 16
208 500--999 27 32 33 27
427 Uander 500 29 35 19 16
District Type
8 Major Urban (] 0 (] o
31 Cther Central City 2 2 1 1
87 Suburban-Fast Growing 3 4 22 18
64 Suburban-Stable 3 4 7 6
208 Non-Metro w/1000+ ADA 16 19 3s 29
233 Non-Metro w/ Town 27 32 26 21
432 Rural 33 39 3 25
Wealth (Median=$179,789)
106 Under $87,371 9 1" 20 16
106 $87.371--$1 05,654 1 13 17 14
107 $105,655--$124,118 4 5 17 14
106 $124,119..$149,486 14 17 15 12
107 $149,487--$179,788 10 12 17 14
106 $179,789--$214,613 9 1" 1 9
106 $214,614--$269,867 10 12 8 7
107 $269,868--$369,110 9 1 1" 9
106 $362.111--$630,807 6 7 6 5
106 Over $630,807 2 2 0 0
1,063 State Total 84 100 122 100

Source: Texas Education Agency
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requests were for less than five rooms, and 75.7
percent of all requests came from small districts.
There are substantial marginal costs to>
small districts associated with reducing class si=ze.
While largde districts can often spread classroom
overflow through several schools, many small
districts cannot. The cost of reducing class size
from twenty-five (the average class size required
prior to House Bill 72)22 to twenty-two students is
enormous. What would in fact occur is a reduction in
class size from one class of 25 to two classes of 12
and 13 students each, a prohibitively expensive
proposition for all but the wealthiest districts in
the state. For example, a small district which has
twenty-five first graders would have to build or
purchase a second first-grade classroom in order to
comply with the law. It can be argued either that
the classroom is being built for the three additional
students, in which case the cc.t per child of the
additional classroox is 59,000/3, or $19,700 per
student, or if it is built to accommodate half of the
first graders, then the cost is 59, 000/13, or $4, 538
per student. In either case, this is a tremendous

and questionable cost for many small districts,

o~
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particularly if there is little likelihood that there
will be enough growth in student population to fill
the new rooms. Because districts are required only to
report the number of rooms needed, and not the number
of students in excess of twenty-two in those rooms,
available data do not allow a determination of
exactly how many children are affected. However, as
all requests for five rooms or less are from small
districts, the number of excess students is likely to

be small in many cases. There needs to be some

flexibility in the law to accommodate the needs and

financial constraints of these districts. Perhaps by
making the maximum class size a function of district
ADA some of these problems could be alleviated, at
least in terms of reducing the marginal cost of
additional classrooms.

In addition to the districts who requested
waivers, 667 districts indicated to the Texas
Education Agency on their fall survey that they have
classrooms with more than twenty-two students in
them. The distrihution of classrooms in excess of

23
twenty-two students is:
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GRADE # DISTRICTS  # ROOMS
K 263 1,805
1 287 2,290
2 254 1,720
3 490 5,762
4 519 6,191
Total 667 17,771

As previously mentioned, prior to HB 72, school
districts were required to maintain an average pupil
teacher ratio of 25:1. Thus if one assumes this
ratio persists in each of these 17,771 classrooms
which are out of compliance, then the number of
classrooms needed is: (3 students x 17,771
classrooms) /22 students per classroom = 2,423 rooms.
There are two interesting features to these
numbers. The first is that fully two-thirds (11, 953)
of the classrooms with more thar twenty-two students
are in grades 3 and 4, which do not fall under the
maximum class size requirement until the 1988-1989
school year. Second, the number of classrooms needed
to meet the classroom requirements for all grades is
aprroximately equal to the construction needs to
accommodate the annual growth in school age
ropulation. With a 2 percent annual growth rate in
enrollment (approximately 60,000 students) about

2,700 hundred rooms are needed just to house the new

35
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stude.c population. Therefore the maximum class size
requirement has effectively increased the need for
school facilities by the number of classrooms needed
to meet one year’s growth in population.

Since this appears to be a one-time
increase in total need, a one-time infusion of state
funds could potentially provide relief to these
school districts. The advantage that state financial
assistance would have over alterations to the maximum
class size reguirement is that the latter will not
eliminate the need for funds to pay for school
facilities construction. There is little chance that
additional state funds will be made available to
district in the short term g€iven the state’s current
financial situation. Nenetheless, alternatives must
be made available to school districts in order that
they may deal with the effects of the maximum class
size requirement. Presently, the only option
available to districts who cannot implement the
requirement is a waiver. While the waiver provision
allows districts to maintain their accreditation,

waivers do nothing to further educational

achievement, and cannot be viewed as a solution of
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any sort. If the maximum class size requirement is
to remain on the books, some real solutions must be

found.
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CHAPTER FIVE

School Facilities Financing In Other States

When examining the financing options
available to Texas, it is helpful to loock at
facilities financing programs in other states. In
1986 the National Governors’ Association (NGA)
undertook a comprehensive study of the education
system in the United States.1 The NGA found that, in
contrast to Texas, in most other states, there is a
significant degree of state involvement in the
financing of local school facilities: “State
involvement in capital funding for school facilities
ranges from 100 percent financing in Hawaii to no
funding in sixteen states [including Texas].“2
Thirty-three states provide some level of capital
assistance to local education agencies, and eighteen
use an equalization formula in distributing funds.
The formulas serve to equalize funding on the basis

of ability to pay. The NGA also reports that in

those states which use formulas, "“regardless of 1local

valuation, state funds amount to at least 75 percent,

3
and no more than 90 percent of approvable projects. "
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There is a variety of ways in which states
can aid lccal distriects in paying for the
construction of school facilities. Three of the most
basic ways in which states provide school districts
with funds are a cent:ralized system of state funding,
in which the state makes construction decisions for
the local districts; a system of matching grants in
which local districts retain much of their decision-
making power; and subsidies for interest paid on debt
for construction.

Seven states, do not provide funds for
construction, but do subsidize local districts for
the interest paid on debt for school construction.4
In this sense Texas could be thought of as providing
some assistance to local d.stricts for school
facilities, because some school bonds are guaranteed
by the state, and therefore carry a lower rate of
interest than bonds which are not gueranteed.
However, an interest subsidy program does not provide
Texas with any new options, nor does it address the
problems which property-poor districts face in
financing new school construction.

A second way in which many states finance

school facilities is through the use of matching
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grants In a system of matching grants, the amount
of state money a district receives depends on the
amount raised locally. In this way, a matching grant
in effect lowers the price the district must pay for
school facilities, because for every one dollar which
is raised locally, more than one dollar’s worth of
school facilities can be purchased. By effectively
lowering the cost of school construction, matching
€rants provide districts with an added incentive to
raise local funds for projects. Matching grants have
another advantage over alternative forms of financing
in that they allow for an equitable distrioution of
state funds on the basis of local effort, and they
allow local districts to maintain decision-making
power over school facilities.

Georgia, Maine and Massachusetts all
reimburse local dis“ricts for a fixed percentage of
the cost of construction. These states distribute
money acecnrding to formulas which take into account
both district wealth and the cost of construction.
Georgia’s program funds between 75 and 90 percent of
facilities to mweet growth based on district property
wealth per child.5 In Massachusetts, school

construction aid is distributed through the use of a

1ng
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percentage equalizing formula. Like Georgia,
Massachusetts awards a percentage of total
expenditures per child, based on district property
wealth. These states also subsidize up to 50 percent
of debt service.6 In Maine, local ability to pay is
based on state-determined property assessments. Local

-

share of new projects is one uill or 5 percent of the
cost of the project, whichever is less.7 In contrast
to those states that fund a percentage of
construction ccsts, Minnesota is a good example of a
state which uses matching grants to provide low
wealth districts with funding for school
construction. Because of the structure of its

program it also provides a useful comparison to

Texas.

Minnesota’s Maximum Effort School Aid Law

In Minnesota a program exists to assist
districts having a high tax effort for debt service.
The Minnesota program provides a useful comparison to
Texas for two reasons. First, in 1975, then Governor
Albert Quie proposed his Primary Grade Instructional
Improvement Program, aimed at reducing class sizes in

8
grades K-3. This program was to be financed by

102




increasing the foundation program weights for
students in the elementary grades.

Second, Minnesota’s Maximum Effort School
Aid Law, similar in structure to the Equalization
Enrichment Allotment in Texas law, provides aid to
districts on the basis of tax effort. The Minnesota
law is aimed at low wealth districts, and is designed
to assist them by providing funds so that they will
not have to levy exorbitantly high property iraxes.
The state sets a ceiling on the allowable tax rate
(16 mils on assessed value as of July, 1981), and if
the rate a district must levy to meet its needs
exceeds that rate, the state will provide the

9
district with additional funding.

This type of matching grant funding could
be used in Texas by targeting low wealth districts,
and placing a ceiling on the allowable debt service
tax rate. If a district would have to raise its debt

service rate above that ceilint, then the state could

providz additional funding for school construction.
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Maryland’s School Construction Program

A third alternative is a state system for
financing facilities construction. In contrast to a
Program of matching grants which allows local
districts to retain control over decisions, all
funding decisions for school facilities in a
centralized system are made at the state level.
Besides Hawaii, which has a completely state-run
education system, Maryland has perhaps the most
comprehensive school facilities financing program in
the country. The National Governors’ Association, in
its report on education, points to the Maryland State
Public School Constructicn Program as a mcdel of
state financing for public school construction.11

As early as 1947, the state of Maryland
recognized the cost of building school facilities as
a part of its obligations to provide "a thorough and
efficient system of Free Public Schools."” This
recognition, and the assumption of state
responsibility resulted from the report of the
Maryland ?gmmission on the Distribution of Tax

Revenues. The report found that the state’s lick

of contribution to the financing of construction "has

102




resulted in a highly variable quality of school
13
buildings in the state. "

A series of loan and grant programs for
school facilities were developed and implemented
between 1949 and 1870. In 1971, Maryland Governor
Marvin Mandel announced a plan for a school
construction program which was designed to provide
local tax relief while continuing to allow local
school] districts to maintain substantial control over
their local systems. This program had several basic
purposes. The first was to relieve local property
taxpayers and subdivisions of the high costs of
school construction. Second, the program sought to
even out the statewide financial impacts of needs for
school facilities, and to equalize educational
facilities and opportunities throughout the state.
Finally, the program was intended to help address the
backlog of construction, renovation, and replacement
of facilities in the Maryland public schools.14

The Public School Construction Program is
administered by the Interagency Committee on School
Construction (hereafter, thc Committee). The
Committee is composed of the State Superintendent of

Schools, the Secretary of the Department of Stat:

10;
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Plann ng, and the Secretary of the Department of
General Services.

At its creation in 1871, the program
assumed all costs for all projects approved by the
Committee and contracted after July 1, 1971, and
assumed all local debt orligations for public school
construction contracted prior to June 30, 1967. From
1971 to 1981 the program has financed over 700
construction projects at a cost of $1.4 billion.15
Funds to pay for the Program are from General Fund
Revenues and state property taxes.16

Funds are allocated to projects in a two-
tier process which determines the eligibility of
projects, and thenvsets priorities. In order to be
eligible for state construction funds, a local board
of education must prepare and submit an annual

educational facilities master plan and a five-year

capital improvements plan to the Committee. Upon

reviewing all local plans and requests, the Committee
informs each local board of the estimated amount of
construction funds .that «#ill be available for the

17
upcoming fiscal year.

1n~




The approval of projects submitted by
eligible school districts is taised on priorities set

by the Committee’s administrative procedures. The

18
six priorityvy categories, in descending order are:

1. Projects to construct new schools or
additions to increase instructional space.

2. Projects to renovate buildings in use more
than forty years with no significant
increase in instructional space.

3. Projects to renovate buildings in use more
than twenty-five years with no significant
increase in instructional space.

4. Projects to renovate buildings in use 15-25
years with no significant increase in
instructional space.

5. Projects to provide “limited use” additions.
6. Projects to provide less critical facilities
such as swimming pools.

Clearly, not all requests can or should be funded by
the state. Those requests that are not funded are
given a classification code which is based on the
likelihood of funding in the future. The program has
funded nearly 800 programs to date, and as of 1985
another 116 were classified as expected to proceed

19
within the next five years.

Several characteristics of the Maryland
system distinguish it from Texas. Ti.e Texas system

of public schools is highly decentralized, especially

where school facilities are concerned. The

construction and financizg of school buildirgs is




entirely a local :sponsibility in Texas. By
contrast, the Maryland system of public education,
and the Puplic School Construction Program in
particular, rely on more highly centralized state
powers. Furthermore, Maryland is a much smaller
state than Texas, and its counties, rather than
independent school dis%ricts, are responsible for the
delivery of educational services.

While House Bill 72 did increase and
centralize some of the State’s powers in education,
the construction of school facilities was not
included in that centralization. In a state such as
Texas where there is a long history of local control
of education, a program such as the one in Maryland
would ra:se many issues of state versus local
control. Nonetheless, given the current level of
need rfor school facilities, a program of state
funding is an cption which should be considered.

The U.S. Advisory Comaission on
Intergovernmental Relations has long advocated *hat
states and the federal government should not
implement new programs without providing adequate
funding.zo This has beer. the source of the problems

associated with the maximum class size requirement iu

107
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Texas. The new law created costs which many school
districts could not handle. The lack of any state
assistance in paying for the new requirements has
caused many districts to request exemptions. As a
result, the law has not had the educational effect
that was immediately intended.

The policies of other states provide
examples of options which are available to Texas.
Minnesota is a good example of a program of matching
grants for financing school facilities, and the
Maryland program is an excellent model of a state
system of school facilities construction. The
policies of these two states also provide some sound
guideliines for Texas in establishing a funding
program for the maximum class size requirement. A
limited program, like the one in Minnesota provides a
model for Texas, in part because equalization based
on tax effort is already a component of education
financing in Texas. The Maryland program, while a
less tracteble model, provides a great deal of
information on how a state might establish a funding

program. The guidelines and funding priorities of
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the Maryland program provide a framework for

establishing a hierarchy for construction projects in

Texas.
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CHAPTER SIX

Policy Alternatives

The maximum class size requirement .in Texas
has created a shortage of facilities in many of the
state’s school districts. With one-fourth of the
state’s aistricts applying for waivers in 1985-1986,
and two-thirds of the districts repo:ting that they
have many classrooms with more than twenty-two
students in the early grades, this is not a problem
that will just go away.

School districts face several problems in
dealing with t%e demands of the maximum class size
requirement. The current law provides no flexibility
for districts to design educationally sound options
other than providing additional classrooms or to meet
the requirement of lower pupil-teacher ratios in the
early grades by means other than providing for
additional classrooms.

The placement of teacher aides in
classrooms an option not provided for in the current
law, would reduce the student-instructor ratio and in
certain cases could be far less costly than building

an additional classroom and hiring an additional

teacher to accommodate as few as three or four
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students. Adding teachers and classrooms is

expensive. The Accountable Costs Report estimates
the cost of a classroom at $59,000 and the cost of an
additional teacher at approximately $24, 000 per
year.1 Because so many districts need only one or
two few rooms, debt financing is not a feasible
ocction for them. The }ixed costs of issuance are so
high relative to the size of the issue, that debt
financing would not be cost effective. In these
instances, the entire cost of a classroom would have
to come out of current operating expenses. This is
neither a feasible nor an efficient way for
districts to meet the maximum class size requirement.
There are other options. Changes in the
law in order to grant the Commissioner of Education
more flexibility to approve waivers for districts
with alternative solutions would alleviate some
problems in the short run. It would not, however,
solve the problems for many cdistricts which are
currently in no position to finance additional
facilities, and may not in fact have long-term needs

for additional facilities. The State Board of

Education, and some members of the Legislature, have




recognized these problems and have made

recommendations for dealing with them.

Changes in the Maximum Class Sime Requirement

Many of the districts experiencing
difficulty in meeting the maximum class size
requirement are small districts, most of whom need
only one or two classrooms district-wide to come into
compliance with the law. If the maximum class size
were to be raised for small districts, a large
portion of the current waivers would be unnecessary.
The logic for 1ifting the ceiling only for small
districts is based on the long-term usefulness of
constructing additional facilities. In a small
district, or one with a declining population, the
construction of additional facilities may not be a
wise use of Junds. A classroom constructed for a few
students now may sit empty in the near future, while
property owners are still paying for it. For large
districts, and thcse that are growing rapidly, the
construction of additional facilities needed to meet
a maximum class size of twenty-two is much more
reasonable, and the costs could be spread over a much

larger population, at a much smaller per student
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cost. By adjusting the ceiling on classes on the
basis of ADA, the original intent of the legislation
remains intact, while the problems faced by smaller
districts are alleviated.

There are both positive and negative
aspects to relaxing the maximum class size
requirement. The greatest benefits of this change
would g0 to small districts and those with declining
populations, which would be able to achieve
substantial savings if they are not required to build
additional facilities. Districts with declining
populations will also benefit from not having to
construct facilities that would go used in the near
future. For larger districts, and those that have
growing populations, the savings from a larger
maxXimum class size would be less significant.

Relaxing the class size limit also has
costs. The original intent of the legislation was to
provide students with better educational
opportunities through reduced class sizes in the
early grades. Although the evidence on the effects
of smaller classes is ambiguous, the legislative
objective is clearly compromised if the ceiling on

class size is raised. Even if aides are used to
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reduce the student-instructor ratio, children are
still being taught in larger classes.

The impetus for increasing the maximum
class size limit is clearly financial. These are
hard times in Texas, and school districts are not
exempt from financial stress. With this in mind,
legislators are looking for ways to address both the
financial and educational concerns of school

distriets.

Legislative Proposals

Members of the 1987 Texas legislature have
introduced chandes to the current law in an effort to
address problems faced by distriets in implewenting
the maximum class size requirement. House Bill 392,
introduced by Representative Grusendorf, amends
Section 16.054(b) of the Texas Education Code to make
the maximum class size requirement less restrictive
in grades 3 and 4.2 Under House Bill 72, the maximum
class size requirement is not in effect for the last
twelve weeks of the school year, and class sizes may
exceed twenty-two students during that twelve-week

period. House Bill 392 leaves this stipulation

intact for grades K-2, but the requirement for grades

11:
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'3 and 4 is changed. Under the amended version of the

law, districts would be -required to limit enrcllment
to twenty-two students in grades 3 and 4 only during
the first two weeks of the school year. After that
period, classes of more than twenty-two students
would be allowed, provided that the increases in
class size were due to growth in student population,
and not reductions in the number of third and fourth
grade classes.

While at first glance, it might appear that
these changes relieve some of the burden on school
districts to provide additional teachers and
classrooms for third and fourth grades, this is not
necessarily the case. Districts will still be
required to maintain a class size of twenty-two at
the beg€inning of the school year when enrollments are
at their peak, and they will not be allowed to reduce
the number of classes after that two-week period.
While the bill may reduce the number of districts
which must file for waivers after the second week of
the school year, it does nothing to address the

question of how districts are supposed to pay for the
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additional classrooms and teachers that will be

necessary to achieve the initial required class size.

Senate Bill 528, introduced by Senator
Glasgow, makes significant chandes in the law. For
the first time, the term "class” is defined for the
purposes of class size limitations to mean "a self-
contained class in which a teacher remains with the
same students for all or a major part of the school
day."3 The bill also makes changes in the
requirements for maximum class size The enrollment
limit for grades K-2 is raised from twenty-two to
twenty-four students beginning with the 1987-1988
school year, and for grades 3 and 4 it is raised from
twenty-two to twenty-five students, beginning with
the 1989-1990 school year. Furthermore, the law
resurrects the concept of a district-wide average
class size, stating that a district may have an
average enrollment of no more than twenty-twc
students, from which it may receive a waiver, and
allows districts to enroll more than the maximum
number of students if an instructional aide is
assigned to the class.

Senate Bill 1010, introduced by Senator

Krier, also provides districts with the opportunity
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to increase maximum class sizes in grades K-4 from
twenty-two to twenty-five students by placing a full-
time aide in the classroom.4 This bill also sets
standards for aides, something which SB 528 does not
do. SB 1010 requires that before an aide is placed
in a classroom, an individual "m..t have received
inservice training for.recognition of dyslexia, and
any other inservice training required by the State
Board of Education, and must .ave taken skills
courses in reading, mathematics, and either growth
and development or English language arts."5

The ability to relax the maximum class size
requirement through the use of full-time aides may
provide some financial relief to school districts
needing only one or two additional classrooms. The
cost of hiring an aide6 will be substantially less
than building an additional classroom and hiring an
additional teachers. For districts needing only one
or two rooms debt financing may not be a feasible
option, and additional classrooms would have to be
purchased out of current operating funds. In cases

such as this use of an aide might be a very

attractive option. Even though the cost of an aide

P
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must be paid entirely by the cdistrict, it is far less
than the price of a classroom.

A drawback associated with the use of aides
is thav they are not teachers. However, the
pProvisions of SB 1010 requiring an aide to have a
significant amount of training, combined with the
savings factor, makes their use in small districts
needing only a few classrooms an attractive option.
For larger districts, and those needing » large
number of classrooms, the use of aides could
represent higher annual costs than the addition of
classrooms and teachers. 1n these districts, the use
of eides would represent an increase in current
exp:nses, while additional classrooms could be
financed through debt. The only way aides might be
an economical choice for the larger districts would
be tc use them to provide temporary relief in the
classrooms which exceed the maximum class size
requirement.

The desire to use aides in the classrooms
is indicative of another problem closely associated
with the maximum class size problem--a shortage of
available teachers. While not as severe a problem as

facilities since only 72 districts requested waivers
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for teachers compared to 256 requesting waivers for
facilities in 1985—1986,7 solving the facilities
problem will increase the need for teachers, which
will in turn increase local Cistrict costs. Thus,
the use of aides could offset the costs of increased
teacher salaries as well as the costs of
construction.

All of these options involve relaxing the
maximum class size requirement. Relaxing the
requirement varies in its implications, depending on
whether or not one feels that small reductions in
class size do lead to more effective education. The
evidence and class size literature do not present
convinecing arguments one way or the other, especially
in the instances of small reductions. In light of
this, it is argua.le that relaxing the requirement
and allowing districts to maintain slightlv larger
classes will alleviate many of the financial problems
faced by districts without significant losses in
educational achievement.

The savings to school districts under these
changes, while not easily estimated, will be
substantial. By enabling districts to hire aides,

rather than additional teachers, and by eliminating




the need for districts to build classrooms to
accommodate small numbers of students, these changes

will allow district dollars to be used more

effectively.

Options for State Financing of School Facilities
Options not yet presented in the form of
legislation include the provision of state funding to
offset districts’ costs in acquiring additional
facilities. The State Board of Education has proposed
that additional funding be provided to districts to
offset some of the costs associated with smaller
class sizes in early gra es. Currently, students in
regular education programs in the elementary grades
are funded on the basis of a weight of 1.0. In its
1987-1989 budget request, the Board has used an add-
on weight of .2 for students in grades K-2, beginning
in the 1987-1988 school year, and extending to grades
3 and 4 in the 1988-1989 school year. The effect of
this add-on weight would be to raise the weight to
*.2 and to increase the basic allotment per student
by 20 percent for students in the affected grades.
These increases would amount to just over $17 million

in additional funding for local districts in the




first year of the biennium, and $24.6 million in
8
additional funding in the second year.

Unfortunately, the State Board’s proposal still
requires that local districts spend more than $100
million to implement the 22:1 requirement.

Another option, one not addressed by
current law or proposed legislation is state funding
for the construction of additional school facilities.
Texas is one of only a dozen states in the country
that provides no state funding for the construction
of school facilities.9 School facilities present a
large problem for many school districts because they
must finance construction completely on their own.

The greatest effect of the reductions in
class size occurs in the first year of
implementation. Because reductions in Texas are
scheduled to occur over a period of several years,
the effects will be spread out somewhat. However, as
was pointed out in Chapter Four, estimates of
classroom need based on the 1987 fall survey suggest
that districts will need to construct approximately
one extra year’s supply o{ school facilities over the

course of this period. For those school districts

who need only one or two classrooms, the cost of
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issuing dsbt for construction is so high relative to
the amount of money needed for those classrooms, that
the use of debt is not a feasible option. Districets
who do not issue debt cannot spread the costs of
acquisition out over the lifetime of the structure.
Thus, it is possible that a one-time infusion of
state monies could relieve many of the financial
pressures that these small districts are feeling, and
the state could finance this additional construction
through the use of debt, thus lowering its costs.

This proposition has two major policy
implications for the state. The first concerns the
issue of state versus local control. Despite the
fact that many districts would welcome the state’s
financial assistance, they would not welcome the
associated state regulation and control. Second,
there is a constitutional prohibition on state ad
valorem taxes, thus the money would have to come from
the state’s general revenues.

Setting aside policy concerns for a moment,
if funds were made available, they would have to be
disbursed on the basis of need. There are models for

a need-based funding formula in the current law, as

in the Equalization Enrichment Allotment. A
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facilities financing formula would need to take
account of the wealth of the district, its current
level of indebtedness, the number of students in the
affected grades, the number of classrooms both
available and needed, and the dist.icts tax effort.
By establishing a minimum qualifying tax rate, and a
maximum qualifying level of district wealth, tue
state could insure the most equitable distribution of
funds. Only those districts who demonstrated a
commitment to education, in the forn of a minimum tax
rate, and real need, in the form of a maximum level
of wealth, would qualify for construction assistance.

Matching grants, similar to those in the
Minnesota School Loan Program could serve as one
model for a financing formula. There is also a
matching grant formula in Texas law which could be
used as a model. The Equalization Enrichment
Allotment, which awards additional funds to districts
on the basis of district wealth and tax effort
provides an excellent basis from which the
Legislature and the State Board could work to develop
a formula for the allotment of construction monies.

The amount of aid a district receives under the
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Equalization Enrichment program is determined by the

10
following formula:
EEA =1 - __ __DPV/ADA x ADA x MAXENT x DTRT
(SPV/ADA x 1.10) BTRT

Where: DPV/ADA = District property value per ADA
SPV/ADA = State property value per ADA
MAXENT = Maximum entitlement per ADA
DTRT/BTRT = The ratio of effective tax rate

to the rate required for a
district at 110% of SPV to raise
its local share.
Using a formula such as this, and incorporating the
tax effort needed to raise the necessary funds to
service the debt used to build school facilities,
funds could be allocated to districts in an equitable
way based on both need and effort.

Matching grants are also valuable for their
incentive value. By using a formula which rewards
effort, the state will encourage districts to
increase the amount of money they raise in order to
receive more state money. Through the use of
matching €rants a larder total sum of money will be
available for districts to spend on school

construction. A matching grant system based on tax

effort also possess the best characteristics of a

power equalizing scheme. Using matching grants the
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ability to construct quality buildings becomes a
function of tax effort rather than tax base.

The alternative to a one-time infusion of
state funds would be to establish an on-going fuanding
mechanism for the construction of school facilities.
This too, could be done with a system of matching
grants as is done is Minnesota, or as described
above, or with a more comprehensive program, l:ke the
one in Maryland. A. was noted in Chapter Five, the
Maryland system for financing facilities is smaller
and much more centralized than the current system in
Texas, and a move towards state funding might raise
questions about local control. This is uot to say
that a program of state funding for school facilities
is noc an option for Texas.

Loss of local control, an increased state
financial burden, and questions of administration are
the biggest concerns that a state school facilities
program would create. The issue of local control is
the least of these concerns. Maryland has been quite
successful in maintaining local authority over
educational issues while financing school
construction. Financing and administration present

larger problems. Current state fiscal problems make

I5Ta
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it unlikely that funds for such a program would be
available in the near future. Even if funding were
available, administering this Program to 1,063
independent school distriets would be a major
undertaking.

Despite possible difficulties of funding
and administration, a statewide system of finanecing
for school facilities has benefits which make it
worth considering. Such a system would pProvide
substantial relief to local property tax payers and
could serve to equalize costs for property-rich and
property-poor districts. The state would also be
able to use its credit to get better bond ratings and
lower interest rates than some districts. Finally,
the state could consolidate small projects (such as
single classrooms) and finance them with debt,
something the districts alone cannot do.

An examination of the changes that would be
required, either in the Maryland Program, or in Texas
law, to provide a statewide system are beyond the
scope of this report. Furthermore, it is not clear
that an on-going system is necessary to =et the

facilities needs of the maximum class size

requirement. The provision of state funds for the
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purpose of meeting the state-imposed class size
maximums would go a long way toward alleviating the
problem currently facing many school districts

Because it is difficult for some small
districts to finance new construction through the use
of debt, the costs of implemeriing the maximum class
size requirement, as it currently stands, are
prohibitively high for many districts. Furthermore,
the evidence on the effectiveness of reducing class
sizes by two or three students is ambiguous. Thus,
the question facing the people of Texas is: Are the
proposed reductions in class size the most effective
way to spend the limited educational dollars
available to the state? In light of the current
resistance to the taxes that would be necessary to
increase revenues, tie answer is likely tc be no, and
this sentiment is reflected in the proposed changes
in the current law. As the law stands, many
districts are unable to meet its requirements, and in
those districts it is having little effect.

Because of the maximum class size
requirement, the Texas Education Agency (TEA) has a
new and more direct interest in the long-range

building plans of school districts, yet it has no way

13;




to review these plans in order to make sure that
construction to reduce class size is a priority in
the district. 1If the legislature wants to maintain
the maximum class size requirement, and wants it tc
be effectively implemented, it must do two things.
First, it must provide TEA with some leverage to see
to it that districts are making the 22:1 ratio a
priority. Districts need to provide the agdency with
a multi-year capital improvements plans, similar to
the one used in Maryland. Facilities to meet the
maximum class size requirement need to be at the top
of the list.\\ If districts fail to submit a suitable
Plan, or simply ignore the state’s request, then TEA
needs to have the means to induce these distriects to
conform. There are various actions the agency could
take. It could withhold waivers, and thus accredited
status, from those districts who do not make 22:1 a
construction priority. Alternatively, if TEA opted
to take a stronger stance, funding could be withheld
from districts which failed to address the facilities
needs of the maximum class size requirement. In
either case, these actions would ensure that

districts are complying with the law and Placing
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facilities construction to reduce class size at the
top of their building agenda.

The second thing the legislature might do
is provide some financial assistance to school
districts. Whether it chcoses to do this through the
use of additional student weights, through an
equalization program a;d matching grants, or through
the use of some other mechanism, funding of some sort
is imperative if reductions in class size are to be
achieved.

Furthermore, if the state is not willing to
commit the necessary funds to implement the progranm,
then it must be willing to accept class sizes larger
than those currently being mandated. Given the cost
of implementation, and the unwillingness of the
Legislature to raise taxes, this may be the pragmatic
path to follow. Based on the class-size literature,
it is not clear that a relaxation of the requirement
would result in serious educational setbacks for
Texas, especially since many districts have failed to
reduce class sizes over the past school year.

The maximum class size requirement, while
only one of the provisions of House Bill 72, provides

a clear example of what will be necessary if

132




128

education in Texas is to be truly reformed. While
money in and of itself cannot create educational

opportunity, it represents a commitment to reform,

and without it change cannot occur.




129
CHAPTER SIX
NOTES

1. Texas Education Agency, The 1985-1986
Accountable Cost Study and Recommendations of the

el A ==y s

Accountable Costs Committee to the State Board of
Education, (Austin, October 1986).

2. Ibid.
3. 1Ibid.

4. Texas Legislature, 70th Regular Session,
1987.

5. 1Ibid.

6. Texas Education Agency, Personnel Roster.
The average salary for a teacher aide in the 1985-
1986 school year was $9, 284.

7. The

985-1986 Accountable Cost Study, p.
39.

8. Texas Education Agency, Office of the
Deputy Commissioner for Kesearch and Information
(Austin, Texas).

9. Education Council of the States (Boulder,
Colorado February, 1988).

10. TEXAS EDUCATION CODE, Section 16.157
(Vernon 1986).

133




APPENDICES

130




Appendix A

Property Value, Effective Tax Rates, and State Aid Per Pupil
1985 Cerified SPTB Values and Current State Aid
For Districts with Waivers in the 1985-1986 Schnal Year

County ----tealth---- 188 Debt Debt a9 Total
District Nusber REFINED Property value Ettective per pct of Ettective
Nusber of Roows ADA Per ADA Tax Rate ADA Vesith Tax Rate
014909 7 7,540 169, 023 0.080080 [ 0.000 0.71249
0479802 ] a9 150,823 0.020002 [ 0.000 0, 40003
214903 " 3,958 41,947 0.083588 o 0.000 0.89884
089902 3 Jee 223,519 0 183409 1.204 0.5 0.83358
139903 q S22 187,989 0 000000 1,020 0.548 0.45428
175911 2 177 108,038 0.183814 [ }]] 0.598 0.84533
172902 3 2,007 440,613 0.018199 2,719 0.828 0.58093
072908 ] 153 302,022 0.000000 1,958 0.647 0.78080
250904 2 978 351,984 0.029044 2,298 0.853 0.6°792
107910 1 402 771,948 0.0N0000 8,371 0.49%8 0.43:28
158904 2 152 583,818 0 000000 4. 170 0.740 0.70730
200902 1 3,589 563 o011 0 000000 4,203 0.748 0.81871
043903 2 1, 182 462,418 0 1803170 3,817 0.781 0.82918
204901 (] 1.585 304,380 0 081214 2,510 0.824 0.84008
031809 ] 1,833 539,402 0 081273 +.577 0.848 0.517%0
003904 ] 200 137,330 0 000000 1.244 0.908 0.78079
227%01 20 58, 452 421,727 0.0709¢2 3,928 0.9 0.859422
073901 s 458 345,448 0.071823 3,234 0.930 0.57870
020908 7 10,650 413,273 0 021074 J,004 0.940 0.61402
046902 2 4,934 290,287 0. 180874 2,997 1.00% 0.800852
081904 ] 1.078 341,079 0.020421 3,11 1. 108 0.80211
220918 21 ", 087 277,904 0 0780728 3,119 1.122 0.7389¢
174903 3 813 208,783 0.037003 2,39, 1.139 0.53507
220901 4 38, 100 351,399 0.083310 4,058 1.18¢ 0.83363
049907 ] 312 173,913 0.027573 2,072 1.179 0.43280
099902 ] 318 304, 143 0.087301 8.078 1.208 0.63673
235902 19 12,059 217,998 0 032709 2,688 1.22¢ 0.68414
227907 2 1,098 310,510 0 203202 3,000 °1.240 0.88743
2209008 9 5,401 384,000 0 129908 4,703 1.248 0.80479
018907 ] 183 270,601 0 000000 3,471 1.248 0.40491
010902 3 1,158 299,300 0 101252 J.708 1.25% 0.59380
220908 10 61,021 250, 107 0 038937 3,173 1 2089 0.49227
120904 2 278 171,639 0 000000 2,180 1.270 0 83712
101902 1 33,435 246,994 0 083610 3,189 1.203 0.54088
034907 3 1,155 279, 194 0. 126007 3,882 1.200 0.50883

Source: Texas Education Agency
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Appendix A

Propety Vaiue, Effective Tax Rates, and State Aid Per Pupil
1985 Cerified SPTB Values and Current State Aid
For Districts with Waivers in the 1985-1986 School Year

County =---Wealth---- 188 Debt Debt as Total
District Nusber REFINED P vty Vatue Etfective per pct of Etfective
Nuster of Rooms ADA * ADA Tax Rate ADA Weatith Tax Rate
178804 28 37.092 197, 1819 0.088180 2,044 1.300 0.08%522
228903 ] s68 210,898 0.430917 2,744 1.301 0.94802
098901 1 $20 439,829 0. 115818 8,778 1.313 0.78803
192901 1 1,282 $33,328 0 028182 7,003 1.313 0.58834
234%00 1 1,868 248,428 0 032818 3,388 1.378 0.57951
231902 ) $S82 798,334 0.084458 11050 1,384 0.60592
174904 1 4,979 196, 152 0.07078) 2,747 1 400 0.53072
095901 ] 873 333, 409 0. 000000 4,984 1.410 0.79211
118900 2 408 125,299 0.458220 1.780 1.420 0.70%82
243908 ] 873 130,668 0 026708 1,898 1.452 0.58848
170904 2 2,223 290,503 0.175127 4,272 1.471 0.84228
075903 2 8e4 207,563 0 091638 3,112 1 500 0.02949
001908 1 241 307.74) 0.000000 4,893 1.520 0.92744
107903 1 803 438,480 0 123830 e.79%0 1.548 0.63749
178908 2 220 394,877 0 000000 e, 187 1.862 0,73048
088901 k1] 24,221 241,278 0.045128 3,792 1.%72 0, 78528
092903 1 8,033 219,358 0.064943 3.4%9) 1.874 0.83089
120902 ] 810 287,248 0 081119 4,273 1.599 0.7522)
220918 2 3.879 337, 152 0 108133 $.398 1.6800 0.53890
242902 2 Soa 338, 193 0.060%78 8,431 1.608 0.74558
145911 3 [ 2].] 408, 1808 0 0805 7.%524 1.607 0,38382
092902 1 3.mMm 193,480 0.0868 3,128 1.817 0.77478
181928 1 138 90,133 0 000000 1,481 1 821 0.42973
123910 7 19,279 233,703 0.000000 4,297 1.6as 0.79151
226900 3 669 159,244 0.049928 2,68%0 1 ase 0.47209
080901 1 1.088 284,939 0. 176308 4,097 1.70% 0.080%7
101910 7 12,378 186,381 0.028758 3, 190 1.713 0.74030
081801 1 8,854 231,187 0. 176852 3,987 1.728 0.71583
057903 4 940 223, 158 0.105139 3,900 1.732 0 808%)
079901 [ ] 10, 208 283,492 0.210138 4,970 1 741 0.9838)
187904 4 1,181 177,139 0.232143 3,122 1.783 0.77381
027903 [ ] 1.951 200, 142 0 119334 3,551 1.774 0.85s%88)
081908 1 308 147,590 0.030239 2,821 1.778 0.75598
013%0% 1 548 157,402 0 058648 2,823 1.792 0 67027
226903 12 13,811 145,583 0 101538 2,814 1.798 0.58080

Source: Texas Education Agency
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Appendix A

Property Value, Effective Tax Rates, and State Aid Per Pupil
1985 Cerified SPTB Values and Current State Aid
For Districts with Waivers in the 1985-1986 School Year

County ~e--Maplith---- 188 Debt Debt a9 Total
District Number REFINEO Property Value Effective per pct of E¢ttective
Number of Rooms ADA Per ADA Tax Rate ADA Weslth Tax Rate
126909 (] 1”9 101,098 0.202378 2.90° 1.804 0.80373
207801 1 718 369,110 0. 159401 8.803 1.808 0.88120
015918 32 39,547 219,809 0.155192 3,984 1.813 0.51740
112908 1 284 315,094 0.183879 8,732 1.819 0.836850
200901 s 1,049 174,019 0.057187 3,189 1.821 0.53528
202903 1 564 131,208 0.047177 2,408 1.833 0.46058
180901 2 1.199 157,828 0.218883 2,922 1.882 0.83719
241903 4 3.6 181,298 0 0e3947 3,408 1.878 0.96781
148903 ] 798 217,172 0.000000 4,094 1.88% 0.98478
019911 ] 183 138, 898 0. 100582 2,637 1.808 0.37711
220918 3 4,072 140,239 0.205443 2,884 1.900 0.45830
181923 ] 258 189,922 0.104571 3,248 1.912 0.80477
247901 3 1.980 118,721 0.000000 2.232 1.912 0.27971
108904 23 12,178 138.812 0 057360 2.e77 1.932 0.52439
148904 ] 293 145,472 0.028482 2,813 1 934 1.0769S
244903 3 2,730 171, 183 0.114037 3,318 1 838 0.62278
230908 3 1T 197,985 0 334918 3.858 1.949 0.90242
109904 3 1.518 122,458 0 245302 2,395 1 988 0.84202
127904 3 s93 84,501 0.040838 1,883 1.989 0.85701
182903 s 3,329 118, 489 0.055601 2,303 1.970 0.89800
250903 L] 1,401 160,932 0.303000 3,204 1.991 0.87832
034901 L) 1.946 146,944 0.074732 2,947 2.00% 0.58983
048901 1 360 208, 187 0.000000 4,243 2.024 0.48187
13991 [ 2,254 115,397 0.095880 2,338 2.027 0 81340
173801 ] 241 191.878 0 183738 3,899 2.032 0.76557
072902 ] 772 141,839 0.239481 2,887 2.038 0.65917
030901 ] 452 208.691 0.10872S 4,229 2 056 0.41889
019907 ] s,283 142,475 0.201374 2.9es 2.060 0.75360
154901 2 1.673 193.019 0.08%483 4,002 2 073 0.59838
011904 3 1,314 183,322 0 187478 3,289 2.129 0.65817
109911 2 8668 117,807 0.2684681 2.503 2 124 0.687482
028902 L] 3,058 101,309 0.256793 2.157 2.129 0.8C248
230901 4 $30 151,774 0.148232 3.237 2.13 1.00050
227904 7 4.10% 221,299 0.353447 4,728 2.1% 0 03223
220912 3 3,314 309.914 0.240048 8.70% 2.183 0.84528

Source: Texas Education Agency
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Appendix A

Property Value, Effective Tax Rates, and State Aid Per Pupil
1985 Cerifie¢ SPTB Values and Current State Aid
For Districts with Waivers in the 1985-1986 School Year

County --=-Wealth---- 188 Debt Dabit a8 Total
Oistrict Mumber REFINED Property Value E¢fective per pct of Effective
Number of Rooms ADA Par ADA Tax Rate ADA Wealth Tax Rate
091903 4 4,532 117. 428 ©.287443 2,339 2.180 0.87379
154907 2 218 320,874 0 134863 7.138 2.18) 0.89011
102903 1 502 193,049 0 119407 4,223 2.187 0.8159S
102%02 [ 1} 8. 158 214,702 0.0727681¢ 4,697 2.188 0.57004
236901 4 6.8 103,528 0 073439 2.293 2.214 0.87310
220907 4 4,954 213, 19¢ 0 279729 4,770 2.2717 0.8183S
070%08 3 2,352 220,994 0.21291 ° 4,901 2.243 0.77021¢
248%02 ) 518 117,993 0 Ss0482 2.65J 2.240 0.99848
188901 40 24,729 160,573 0 082351 J.622 2.258 0.73387
133903 3 3.51 261, 181 0. 102588 S, 892 2.258 0.54540
211902 2 538 394,742 0.000000 9.908 2.2%7 0.70404
117901 4 2,809 188,766 0 000000 4,263 2.259 0.88273
187907 4 2.92) 183,947 0 1587682 3,712 2.20¢ 0.83099
083901 3 719 185,903 0 125374 3.79¢ 2.288 0.79223
1a1918 3 81 59,445 0.080821¢ 1,360 2..80 0.84779
199902 ] 991 12,877 0 481841 2.402 2.291 0.87407
198903 1 644 444,384 0 252878 7.829 2.302 0.6095S
20191 ] 338 242,948 O 045871 $.614 2.1 0.8%320
196902 1 738 176,353 v 043059 4.0°3 2.311 0.99090
249908 ] 190 247, 991 0.013368 $.758 2.2 0.85282
043907 [} 4,113 230, 948 0.296%87 8. 339 2.328 0.77498
057908 J 4,014 167,249 0 329524 3,910 2.220 0.85678
126907 t 4,83 159,988 0 074352 3,701 2.351 0.40994
084902 [ ) 6.018 2683, 190 0.058103 9.19) 2.3% 0.78777
220904 [ ] 3,213 178,024 0 2788€1 4, 187 2.307 0.868904
169901 1 1.69) 138,934 0.041582 3,329 2.398 0.62218
184903 3 4,510 140, 482 0. 118382 3.380 2.400 0.57313
107907 1 244 124, 182 0 094662 4,507 2 447 0.88548
117903 3 t1.19 149,486 0 163981 3,660 2.437 0.808308
181921 2 £.996 87,371 0.080297 2,170 2.484 0.48301
241902 2 a2 174,077 0 125282 4,349 2 490 1.00480
003902 ] t,-% 88,581 0 111970 .27 2.518 0.44171¢
‘52900 3 | AR 95,331 0 140245 2.4102 2.830 0.88017
1435907 2 kLY 220,808 0 190250 8, TN 2.858 0.75760
031903 1 12 487 94,653 0.143397 2,40 2.550 0.58804

Souice: Texas Education Agency
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Appendix A

Property Value, Effective Tax Rates, and State Aid Per Pupil
1985 Cerified SPTB Values and Current State Aid
For Districts with Waivers in the 1985-1986 Sciool Year

County ~==-Wealth---- Iss Oebt Dedt a9
District N mber REFINED Property Value Ettective per pct of

Nusber of Rooms ADA Per ADA Tax Rate ADA Wealth

234903 1 708 138,241 0 000000 3,588 2.8972
032902 k] 1.992 135.028 0.085293 3,491 2.588
243903 40 13,556 181,988 0.171%02 4,193 2.509
238902 2 5. 617 139,847 0. 188337 3,829 2.602
013917 4 2,179 66,224 0.707111 1.728 2.608
230902 3 2,090 143,308 0.176838 3.740 2.018
170914 ] 4,393 215,538 0.097030 5.6%7 2.62%
141901 3 2,181 107,509 0.08 1097 2,834 2.830
194904 3 1.821 8, 198 0 051082 2,33 2.045
037904 1 3,668 140,733 0 083598 3.723 2.848
1489%01 10 2.602 107 348 0.080097 2.874 2.873
078901 ] 49 251,442 0 000000 0,728 2 673
030902 2 1,219 132,809 0 209929 3,554 2.678
004909 3 3,425 122,101 0 278382 3,274 2.001
129902 3 1,258 140,020 0.359712 3,77 2.693
194902 3 3s0 72,328 0 111778 1,953 2.701
139909 ] 4,069 121,850 0 748350 3,291 2 701
246904 3 4,609 176. 068 0 237878 4,798 2.723
057914 7 18,553 149,178 0 272743 4,070 2.729
249902 1 852 131,544 0 152088 3,594 2.732
205907 ] 1.691 135,310 0 085268 3.600 2.733
009901 2 1.803 109,749 0 000000 3,011 2.743
134901 ] 7% 154,984 0 149288 4,292 2.744
201904 3 262 250,052 0.045104 8,873 2.749
096903 ] 18 130, 609 0 124248 3,590 2.749
015911 10 5,014 113,982 0 213021 3,153 2.760
161912 2 410 84,813 0.000000 2,349 2.709
022901 t 1,070 140,508 0 081052 3.904 2.778
082903 1 2,441 82,548 0.079009 2,293 2.781
104908 1 401 108,873 0.302000 3,03 2.843
091910 2 494 102,081 0.107410 2.918 2.8%7
037908 3 238 84 028 0 409198 2,718 2.804
041901 3 313 170, 903 0 000000 4,900 2 914
028903 2 1,210 140, 203 0 186474 4,188 2 909
001902 4 14,181 194,342 0.305300 5,82 2.998

Total
Eftective
Tax Rate

. 54450
. 48332
828+4
.01804
10187
.06089
735941
70048
85354
88041
97788
59484
86803
97427
89029
43900
80311
84101
82731
70778
95591
70833
79872
33810
88081
58990
.8J808
.71514
99220
5790
.82783
82733
01328
. 83469
0.84400

Source: Texas Education Agency
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Appendix A

Property Value, Effective Tax Rates, and State Aid Per Pupil
1985 Cerified SPTB Values and Current State Aid
For Districts with Waivers in the 1985-1986 School Year

County ----Wealth---- 188 Debt Debt as Total
District Nusber REF INED Property value Effective per pct of Effective
Nusber of Rooms ADA Per ADA Tax Rate ADA Wealth Tax Rate
081914 "t 2.72% 154,992 0.336133 4,878 3.017 1.21302
101908 2 2,939 173, 098 0. 181198 S, 398 3.088 0.790208
009903 3 (11] 94,689 0 024392 2,903 3.087 0.755808
057913 [ 3.526 200, 759 0.294500 e, 189 3.073 0.80403
082901 t 1,720 104, 996 0. 108998 3,239 3.00¢ 0.9008%3
237904 t 2,442 227,303 0.286904 7.028 3.091 0.99533
205908 10 2,247 102,080 0.040043 3,198 3.121 0.966%0
20590% t 1,229 99, 544 0.072089 3,130 3.15%0 0.99094
147903 3 2,090 109,965 0. 197089 3,802 3.214 0.63682
038901 15 0,121 103,002 0.052212 3,393 3.220 0.59670
104901 1 687 104,044 0.08090% 3,303 3.224 0.74341
199902 k] 721 6S. 174 0 036204 2,104 3.220 0.30377
229903 3 1,704 149,049 0. 918182 4.019 3.23% ©.70423
163904 3 1.09¢ 93,208 0.248319 3,019 3.240 0.54393
153907 ] 252 104,960 0.000000 8,334 3.249 0.91495
019909 2 504 77.953 0 090017 2.53¢ 3.2%8 0.48223
126807 t 556 1C1, 399 0 434503 3,321 3.2718 0.71602
074912 2 289 121,798 0 524994 3,09 3.20¢ 0.99200
071908 4 44,938 01,477 0 341277 2,000 3.300 0.80081
170903 3 3.871 232, 189 0.271859 7.752 3.33 0.97680
181918 2 1,020 117,071 0 162942 3,03 3.3%8 0.58023
212010 (] 778 237,409 0.226110 9.101 3.440 0.950654
212903 4 2.013 125,017 0.330308 4,338 3.407 0.85440
116809 2 2,313 95,419 0 190299 3,357 3.517 0.90843
152909 t 274 79.237 0. 115876 2,002 3.83% 0.75118
091019 3 609 82, oSt 0.142917 2,220 3.837 0.80278
232902 2 549 108,602 0.209708 32,7717 3.541 0.77788
203901 (] 1.182 93,410 0.071319 3,010 3 s08 0.81245
043919 1 747 00, 157 0 250524 3,122 3.824 O 87540
129903 t 2.059 95,720 0. 160206 3.479 2.833 0 85349
191907 9 5,642 97.549 0.292731 3,870 3.080 0.97026
015909 ] 1.681 71,423 © 594365 2,623 3 e72 0.98098
031808 10 3,738 79,9074 0 191091 2,801 36713 0 55374
058908 ) 2.980 119, 109 0 214342 4.391 3 603 0.83937
091902 1 51 107,174 0 127452 3.008 32.719 0.72070

Source: Texas Education Agency
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Appendix A

Property Value, Effective Tax Rates, and State Aid Per Pupil
1985 Cerified SPTB Values and Current State Aid
For Disticts with Waivers in the 1985-1986 School Year

—
County ~=--Woalth---- 188 Debt Osbt ag Total
District Nusber REFINED Property value E¢fective per pct of Ettective
Nuwber of Rooms ADA Per ADA Tax Rate ADA Vealth Tax Rate
033901 ) 1,884 128, 743 0.008190 .70 3.738 0.0:210
079908 1 1,501 142,708 0.260234 3,340 3.744 0.74600
250908 [ ] 505 113, 394 0 242512 4,208 J. 762 0.76931
031914 3 959 37.478 0 088581 1,414 3.772 0.000831
229901 3 393 108, 997 0.003809 0.37 3.7 0.01170
1949038 1 369 86,220 0. 100873 J.282 3.704 0.688779
030910 [ ] 4,920 78,50 0.240018 2,921 J.010 0.0134)
014910 2 92 01,007 0 220544 3,097 J 0 0.80350
174900 2 $15 20, 868 0.334794 J,404 J3.033 0.5334)
121808 3 1,410 108,081 0 155432 4,080 J.0%8 0.6217)
081903 3 597 119,798 0.292400 4,652 J.918 0. 78047
073903 2 1,849 79,802 0.010427 3, 108 3.902 0.04498
113908 1 280 203,548 0. 190548 8,200 4.020 0.68883
071908 27 7.470 9,770 0.330579 2,014 4.0 0.81740
214901 17 8,309 97, 100 0. 180042 2,320 4.038 1.10157
100902 3 1,201 24,079 0. 159262 3,460 4.070 0.01079
152907 e 3,002 97.02% 0.359900 3,008 4.078 0.77492
019912 k] 1,030 106,642 0.393838 4,340 4.070 0.8J3188
07 1901 2 1,598 119, 396 0.304370 4,070 .07 1.07951
126904 1 a2 115,507 0.292002 4,714 4.001 0.75738
105%04 1 272 183,221 0. 170392 [ .11 ] 4.097 1.0309%0
034909 1 234 104,263 0.109102 4,389 4. 101 0.40198
014978 33 17,044 74,093 0.079%28 J, 158 4.214 0.39344
129910 ] 808 74,490 0. 345093 J. 101 4.24) 0.69400
240901 10 21,520 30,020 0 150240 2,172 4.272 0. 34602
030902 | ] 1.000 102, 187 0.207129 4,300 4.293 0.60402
071907 3 2,730 2,759 0 318972 3,504 4.3 0.53432
076903 1 34s 121,202 0. 108932 8,324 4.392 0.70087
0191y 2 1,508 S8, 197 0.911294 2,471 4.400 0.78872
120901 [ 1,708 88,063 0.422294 4,320 4.504 0.7239)
013908 34 10,369 50,950 0.2020802 2,390 4 740 0.00088
100914 ] 589 29,931 0.420198 4,322 4.000 0.79293
161807 e (1] 87,699 0.302789 4,202 4.00% 0.74008
125903 ] 1,093 77,830 0 217790 J3.930 8.06) 0.80100
100902 [ | S.914 48,508 0. 194979 2,403 $.002 0.63304
Source: Texas Education Agency
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Appendix A

Property Value, Effective Tax Rates, and State Aid Per Pupil
1985 Cerified SPTB Values and Current State Aid
For Districts with Waivers in the 1985-1986 School Year

County -~--Wealth---- 188 Debt Debt as Totai
District Nuwber REFINED Property Value Effective per pct of Effective
Nusber of, Rooms ALA Per ADA Tax Rate ADA Werith Tax Rate
049901 3 2,589 182, 183 0 024409 8,340 5. 142 0.88120
127908 2 820 101,522 0 252448 5.51) $.430 1.00108
071903 2 1,762 40,8%7 0 077909 2,228 8.478 0.80507
019%02 2 412 58.220 0 212761 3,450 S.923 0.62128
015912 1 8,020 59.092 0 412065 3,509 8.073 0.80024
2001902 2 69 99 344 0.628532 6,249 8.391¢ 1.24818
108908 [ 1] 8,000 41,002 0 255469 2.008 7.029 0.72382
071904 1 020 38,202 0 485604 2,897 7.081 1.07377
230908 2 662 64.454 0.311030 S.172 9.028 0.94281¢
178909 ] 4,267 a0, 105 0 352147 8,492 9.139 0.68882
018%02 3 292 50.377 0. 118429 4,75 9.438 0.80482

Source: Texas Education » gency
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Appendix B
Districts With ADA Less Than 5,000

Requesting 1 %0 5 Rooms

COUNTY NANE REF INEO NARER

oISTRICT ADA OF ROOMS
NUKDER REQUESTED
191923 GMOLSON 150 116.0%0 1
072008 HUCKADAY 13D 118.378 1]
175911 RICE 15D 131.8%0 2
158904 MATAGORDA 1SD 141.250 2
018907 KOPPERL ISD 180.562 t
249900 SLIDELL ISD 161.787 1
126909 LILLIAN 1SD 164.012 1
101923 SOSQUEVILLE ISD 194. 100 1
019911 REO LICK ISD 197.412 1
154903 NORTH ZULCH 1SD 201.300 2
178908 DRISCOLL 1SD 202. 137 2
001908 NECHES 150 223.350 t
173901 MOTLEY COUNTY 1SD 227.918 1
034909 SLOOMBUNG 1S 230.787 t
107907 TRINIDAD 15D 239.200 t
©37908 NEW SUMMERFIELO 1SD 248.712 ]
201904 LEVERCTTS CHAPEL 1SO 247.928 3
112008 NORTH HOPKINS 13D 2568.700 t
113903 LATEXO 1SD 258.900 t
128904 FALLS CITY 13D 258.925 2
153907 WILSON ISD 782 050 1
185904 LAZ8UOOIE 15D 274.437 t
145907 OAKNOOD 150 275.4%0 2
003904 WINDTHORST 1SD 278.887 t
074912 TRENTON 1SD 300.437 2
08 1908 PONDER 1SO 302.850 t
049907 LINDSAY 1SD 308. 362 1
099902 CHILLICOTHE ISD 308 337 t
036903 TURKEY -QUITAQUE 1S0 316.625 t
091902 COLLINSVILLE 15D 327.937 ]
201913 CARLISLE 150 333. 150 t
041901 SRONTE 1SD 334.050 3
069902 NUECES CANYON 1SD 342.007 3
194902 AVERY 1S0 346. 100 3
070%03 nosY 150 348.850 t

ERIC

Source: Texas Education Agency
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Appendix B
Districts With ADA Less Than 5,000

Requesting 1 0 5 Rooms

COUNTY NANE REFINED NUMBER

DISTRICY ADA OF POOMS
NUMBER REQUESTED
0788901 CROWELL 1SD 3%3.300 ]
200902 MILES 1SD 381 450 2
194908 DETROLIT 1SD 373 S00 ]
116908 LONE OAX ISD 378 300 2
229901 COLMESNELIL ISD 388 200 3
184908 VEASTER 1SD 386.737 1
043901 EDEN CONS 1SD 398. 150 ]
107910 LA POYNOR 1SD 408 .850 ]
019903 MAUD 1S0 428.72% 2
161912 RIESEL 15O 432.328 2
030901 CROSS PLAINS 1SD 450 287 ]
091910 WHITEWRIGHTY 1SD 451.212 2
075%01 FLATONIA 1S5S0 482. 100 ]
019909 SIS 1S5S0 477.950 2
174908 WODEN 1SD 492 .478 2
102903 MHARLETON 1SO 493.050 1
242902 SHAMROCK 1SD 4938 225 2
126907 RID VISTA 15D 305 8718 ]
181918 AXTELL ISD $08.750 3
086 190% KRUM 1S0 13 328 3
088901 GRUVER 1SO $18.300 ]
231902 RANKIN ISD 522 000 ]
129910 SCURRY-ROSSER 18D $37.937 1
013908 SKIDMORE - TYNAN 1SO $43.200 ]
100914 LA VILLA 1SD 544.112 3
211902 STRATFORD 1SD 544.278 2
139908 DELMAR-WEST LAMAR CONS 1$D $47.078 q
232902 SABINAL ISD $49.200 2
202908 WEST SABINE 1SD 5%8 9713 1
127904 HAWLEY 1SD 541 600 3
091918 TOM BEAN 1SD 570. 150 3
230901 81G SANDY 1SD $83.52% q
120902 GANADO IS0 598 700 ]
230908 NEW DIANA 15D 800 528 2
174903 GARRISON 1SD 60t 050 3

Source: Texas Education Agency
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Appendix B

Districts With ADA Less Than 5,000
Requesting 1 1o 5 Rooms

COUNTY NAME REFINED NUMBER

DISTRICY ADA OF ROOMS
NUMBER REQUESTED
1485911 LEON 1SD 809 .800 3
198903 FRANKLIN 1SD 813.49% (]
230908 UNION GROVE 1SD 614.987 3
075903 SCHULENSURG 1SD 82%.707 2
120904 GRANDVIEW 1SD 833.073 ]
243508 CITYy VIEW I1SD 850.823 [ ]
226908 WALL 1SO 632.050 3
236901 NEW WAVERLY I1SD 6853.85%0 q
104901 HASKELL ISD 6862.450 ]
234903 EOGEWODD 150 684.737 []
207901 SCHLEICHER 1S5S0 669.973 ]
047902 DE LEON 1SO 87%.5%00 ]
071904 SAN ELIZARIO 15D 708. 450 ]
043918 COMMUNETY ISD 721.387 ]
196902 WO0DSBORD SO 736.527 [ ]
189902 PRESIDIO .SD 737. 150 3
212910 WINONA 1SD 737.500 ]
134901 JUNCTION 1SO 744.200 [ ]
072902 DUSLIN 1SD 746 337 1
083901 SEAGRAVES 1S0 791. 150 3
107903 EUSTACE 3130 780.%00 [ ]
127908 STANFORD 1SD 808 . 400 2
148903 HULL-DAISETTA 150 808.778 )
18 1907 LORENA 1S5S0 814.4%0 4
241902 EAST BERNAROD 1SO 823.387 2
249902 S0YD 150 840.778 ]
109911 WHITNEY 1SD 844.737 2
014810 TROY 1SO 850.400 2
089903 NIXON-SMILEY ISD 868.700 3
093801 ARERNATHY IS0 879.42% ]
199902 RO.TE CITY ISD 889 278 1
228903 TRINYIY ISD 889.700 9
087903 EASTLAND 15D 893.050 q
152909 SHALLOWATER 150 897.400 )
250904 QUITMAN 1SD 910.700 2

Source: Texas Education Agency

-— .

o 147
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Appendix B

Districts With ADA Less Than 5,000
Requesting 1 o 5 Rooms

COUNTY NANE REFINED NUMBER

DISTRICY ADA OF ROOMS
NUNBER REQUESTED
148904 HARDIN 1SD 23%5.01 1
031914 SANTA ROSA ISD 9468.37 3
181910 WEST ISD 970.98 2
227907 MANOR ISO 1021.79 2
019902 MOOKS ISD 1024 .00 3
001904 TEAGUE ISD 1027. 20 1
200901 SALLINGER 1SD 1074.50 ]
080901 MOUNT VERNON 150 1078.50 1
042903 FRISCO 1SD 1079. 11 2
125903 ORANGE GROVE 1SD 1091.80 ]
187904 CORRIGAN-CAMDEN 1SD 1097.30 4
022901 ALPINE ISD 1100 05 ]
034307 QUEEN CITY ISD 1152.40 3
199902 RIVER ROAD ISD 157 74 3
117903 SANFORD 1SO 1161 %2 3
010902 SANDERA SO 1168.72 3
203901 SAN AUGUSTINE ISD 1167.5%2 1
152900 LUBBOCK -COOPER ISD 117% 87 3
129902 FCNEY 1SO 1192 S2 3
192901 REAGAN ISD 1210 62 ]
205908 ODEM-EDROY SO 1212 10 1
180901 SRADY ISD 1237.24 2
030902 CLYDE I1SD 1240.12 2
011904 SMITHVILLE 1SD 1287 40 3
020903 LULING ISD 1308. 17 2
250903 NINEOLA I1SD 1351.00 1
071901 CLINT ISO 1375.2% 2
0311} RIO HONDO 1SD 1404 63 2
003902 HUDSON 1SD 1490 687 1
12208 KIRBYVILLE SO 1509 30 3
079908 NEEDVILLE iSO 1561 S 1
109904 HILLSBORO ISD 1569.00 3
234908 VAN ISD 577. 717 ]
009901 MULESHOE ISD 1606 .74 2
128901 ALVARADO 1SD 1610 98 s

Source: Texas Education Agency

ERIC
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Appendix B
Districts With ADA Less Than 5,000

Requesting 1 1 5§ Rooms

COUNTY NANE REFINED NUMBER

DISTRICT ADA OF ROONS
NUMBER . REQUESTED

1

2035907 TAFY IS0 1832.90 [}
073903 MARLIN ISD 18%0. 70 2
194904 CLARKSVILLE IS0 1860. 38 3
154901 MADISONVILLE ISD 1662 47 2
163904 HONDO 1SD 1874 13 3
109901 SOMIE ISD 1674 80 1
035901 DIMMITT ISD 1877 20 1
082901 CUERO ISD 1704 00 ]
019812 PLEASANTY GROVE ISD 1704 80 3
071903 FABENS 1SD 1717 12 2
229903 WOODVILLE ISD 1739.91 3
031909 POINT ISABEL ISD 1759.23% )
030902 GATESVILLE 5D 1839.08 8
161921 CONNALLY ISD 1069.77 2
129903 KAUFNAN 1SD 1092.9%9 ]
212903 LINOALE ISD 1094 67 [}
247901 FLORESVILLE 1SD 1944.92 3
032902 PITYSBURG ISD 1973 9% 3
015917 SOUTHSIOE ISD 1966. 30 4
034901 ATLANTA ISD 1994 20 [}
172902 DAINGERFIELD-LONE STAR ISD 2081.920 3
147903 MEXIA ISD 2083. 1S 3
141901 LAMPASAS ISD 2121 519 3
170904 WILLIS 1SD 2141 80 2
230902 GILMER ISOD 2144 42 3
070909 MIDLOTHIAN 1SD 2177 91 3
116908 QUINLAN ISD 2244 79 2
082903 PEARSALL ISD 2449 20 ]
237904 WALLER 1SD 2491.7% 1
049901 GAINESVILLE 1SD 2547.90 < ]
071907 CANUTILLO ISD 2678. 10 3
244%0) VERNON CONS ISD 2677.2% 3
117901 SORGER 1SD 2791.41 4
020002 LOCKHART ISD 2862 70 1
101908 CROSBY IS0 2876 02 2

Source: Texas Education Agency
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Appendix B

Districts With ADA Less Than 5,000
Requesting 1 1o 5 Rooms
»

COUNTY NAME REFINED NUMBER

pISTRICY ADA OF ROOMS
NUMBER REQUET"ED
152907 FRENSHIP ISD 2079.0% q4
187907 LIVINGSTON 1SD 2008.10 4
220912 CROVWLEY ISO 3093. 80 3
037813 LANCASTER ISD 3208.71 q
241902 EL Cawo 1SD 3251.00 [
133903 KERRVILLE 15D 33%1. 10 3
092902 KILGORE 1SD 3364.78 1
182902 MINERAL WELLS ISD 3390 47 [ ]
084909 SANTA FE ISOD 3425 .02 3
178903 CALALLEN 15D 3557.680 3
200902 SNYDER 1SD 3581 20 1
037904 JACKSONVILLE ISD 3622 18 1
220919 EAGLE MT-SAGINAY ISD 4 3860 51 2
220918 AZLE ISD 3961 63 23
139909 PAREIS ISD 4009 07 )
037908 DE SOTD ISO 4190 03 3
178909 ROGSTOWN ISD 4213 80 [ ]
170914 FLOUR BLUFF ISD 4233 67
124902 WEATHERFORD ISD 4243.20 3
220907 KELLER 1SD 4291 97 q
248904 GEORGETOWN ISD 4342 982 3
091903 DENISON tSD 4440.5%7 q
120903 CLEBURNE 1SD 4494.73 ]
046902 COMAL 1SD 4531 68 2
174904 NACOGDOCHES 1SD 49898.22 1

Source: Texas Education Agency
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